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THE HISTORY
OF

P H I L O S O r H Y.

THE TlfAXSITION PERIOD.

Philosophy struggles to emancipate itself from Theology,

and at the close of the Middle Ages fnally succeeds.

ANCIENT PHILOSOPHY roii^ned for about 1,000 years

before its fiual deposition by Theology. An interval of

another 1,000 years maybe assigned as the Transition Period

between Ancient and Modern Pliilosophy, i.e. from' the

extinction of the Greek schools, in the sixth century, to the

separation of Philosophy from Theology, by Bacon and

Descartes, in the sixteenth.

The peculiarity of this Transition Period is the constant

struggle of Reason to assert and justify her independence

—

the claim of Philosophy to exist as a function of the human
muid. And this claim, under varying fortunes, was made

good. The struggle, long doubtful, ended in emancipation.

We have seen how Philosophy, disengaging itself from

Theology, successively tried to solve all the capital problems
;

and how, failing everywhere, because the Method pursued

was one which made failure inevitable, it once more, through-

out Christendom, relapsed under the dominion of Theology.

We have now to see the inevitable disquiet of Thought,

VOL. II. B



2 TKAXSITION TEUIOD.

in-oducecl by the manifest incompetence of Tlieology to answer

questions beyond its reach ; we have to see Thouj,4it again

seeking the aid of Pliilosophy, and in this search gradually be-

coming more and more impatient of Theology, till a final sepa-

ration of the two is once more proclaimed. Thus Bacon and

Descartes stand in a position somewhat analogous to that of

Thales; but they have the incalculable advantage of in-

heriting the experience of twenty centuries, and with it the

incomparable advantage of a new Method. If, in the three

centuries which have since elapsed, there has been an im-

mense progress in all departments of positive knowledge, it

has been owing to this new Method. If at the same time

there has been little or no progress in Metaphysics, the latest

ontological systems being little distinguishable from the

Alexandrian, this has been owing to the retention of the

old Method, and the persistence in unverifiable specuhition.

Although the Transition, commonly known as the Middle

Ages, extends over nearly a thousand years, we must, as

Hegel says,* put on seven-league boots to traverse it. The

natui-e and scope of this History, no less than my own im-

perfect acquaintance with the writings of the period, render

it necessary for my survey to be rai>id. I shall dislriljute it

into three chapters :

—

1. SCHOIiASTICISM.

2. Arabian PniLosoPHY.

3. The Eise of Positive Science.

Although each section would require a separate work to do

it justice, it can only receive here a slight and superficial

treatment, enough to carry on the story of philosophic

evolution. The student will find ampler detail in the works

I shall have to cite.

• Hb;ki.: Gcsch. d. VJi'd. iii. 99.



CHAPTER I.

SCHOLASTICISM.

§ I. General Survey.

BY Scholasticism is meant the Philosophy which was

dominant in the schools during the greater part of the

Transition. It has long ceased to have any but an historical

interest. That interest is, however, considerable, and would

be more generally felt if History were studied in a scientific

spirit.

As a Philosophy purporting to answer any of the great

questions, its value is inappreciable, and its condemnation

has long gone forth ; nor can there be any wisdom in the

attempt to reverse a verdict so absolute, so general, and so

well founded. A few metaphysicians, clinging to their trust

in the Subjective Method, and admiring the ingenuity

and subtlety often displayed by the illustrious doctors of an

early age, Avill energetically protest against the careless con-

tempt exhibited by writers who are wholly ignorant of the

works which they despise. And there is another reason for

such a protest. The man who in this age can read with

patience the works of an Abelard, an Aquinas, or an Alberius,

must have a native affinity for dialectical ingenuitj', which

renders him incompetent to apjireciate the grounds of the

general neglect. Such a mind cannot perceive what is

notorious to others : the failure of the Subjective Method ; a

failure made conspicuous by the success of the Objective

Method. It is this failure which has closed the folios of

Scholasticism ; the depressing weariness and impatience

which cause us to push them aside after each new effort

at study, arise, I conceive, from our sense of the intrinsic

b2



4 . SCllOLASTU'l.SM.

futility of the questions discussed, aud the luodo of discussing

them, even more than from the arid and often frivolous

poverty of the style. It is the geography of an undiscover-

able country, described vrithout splendour of imagination,

and without wealth of suggestive analogy.

The work of the schools had to be done, but it is at an

end. Their folios are fossils. Monstrous and lifeless shapes

of a former world, having little community with the life of

our own, they have for us an interest similar to that yielded

by the megatherium, and the dinornis. We are no longer

perplexed by their problems, but we are interested in the

fact that theii- problems did once perplex the most eminent

minds.

We must not forget that to Scholasticism we owe the

emancipation of Philosophy. It was the fii'st, and at that

period the only possible, solvent of Theology. By establish-

ing the claim of Reason—though only as a handmaid to

Faith, ancilla thcolo'jioj—it brought into vigorous activity

the great instrument Doubt, the instrument of research.

By its own failure in solving the cpiestions it had raised, it

prepared the way for the negative, but valuable solutions of

Science. Men learned in reasoning freely to reason well.

It was a great thing in those ages to reason on abstract

subjects at all.

The universal dominion of Rome, fruitful in so many
respects, was fatal to Science, then in its infancy. The dis-

ruption of the Empire, also in many respects beneficial to

Humanity, was fatal to literature. Rome did her work,

and left her legacy ; but that legac}', so valuable as cUsciplini;,

was less valuable as culture. Her dominion was succeeded

by the dominion of the Church ; and the Church, both by

instinct and by precept, was opposed to Science and Litera-

ture. It is right that we should understand this. The
great benefits which the Church confen-ed on Humanity can

be denied only by a nan-ow philosophy; but her benefits

were not unalloyed ; and the disastrous influence she exercised

on Letters aud Science may be estimated by the simple fact
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tluit, dui-in;4' the centuries of her undisputed dominion,

not a single classic writer, not a single discoverer whose

genius enlarged the intellectual horizon, not a single leader

of modern thought arose to dignify her reign. The darkness

of the Dark Ages was deepest when the power of the Church

was least disputed : that darkness began to break when in

the eleventh century the doctrines of the Church began to be

called in question ; the dawn was coeval with an insurrection.

Nor could it have been otherwise. The Church claimed

spiritual supremacy, and aiming at the reconstruction of

society on a basis of spiritual uiiitj^, Avas necessarily opposed

to the pretensions of spiritual rivals. It held the highest

truth in charge ; with the highest it also claimed the lowest.

Opposed as it was to this world, striving to regulate this life

with a view to the life to come, its other-worldliness, while

upholding an ideal before men's eyes, had the disadvantage

of disci-editing the real. Profane knowledge was, therefore,

doubly despised ; it was despised because it related to tilings

of this world, and it was despised because it gave no insight

into the next. It was dreaded even more than it was

despised, dreaded because it claimed a share in the govern-

ment of men's minds. The indignation which has so often

vituperated the Church, because the Church was intolerant,

would have been better directed against untutored human
nature ; for it is a grave error to suppose that bigotry is the

monopoly of theologians, or that polemical unfairness is less

conspicuous in science and philosophy than in theolog}'.

The distinguishing characteristic of theological intolerance

is its belief in itself as a virtue. The conviction of finality

fans into a theological flame the embers of bigotiy that

slumber in us all. Without rare largeness of mind, or excep-

tional sweetness of temper, we cannot be patient when our

beliefs are opposed. Naturally we are persuaded of their

truth ; otherwise they would not be our beliefs ; and the very

love of tmth, to which our opponent appeals, urges us to

stand firmly by our (true) opinions. The only thing that

could make us hesitate is an abiding conscioiisness of falli-
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bility : and tliis is found in few minds only—those by nalure

sceptical and imstable, or by long training tutored into cir-

cumspection. In proportion to the importance we attach to

our opinions, our irritation at doubt increases; and when

our opinions have the consecration of deep feelings and large

interests, it is inevitable that we should be alarmed and

pained by contradiction. Hence the very word heresy, which

simply means private judgment, has in all times borne an

opprobrious connotation.*

The Church was dominant ; and Theology, in all respects

opposed to the development of the intellect and the enlarge-

ment of knowledge, had to be dissolved by Metaphysics

before Science could gain a hearing. It was Scholasticism

Avhieh acted as the solvent. And here we may see an

illustration of Comte's law of evolution. An abrupt transi-

tion from theological explanations of the facts of the

universe to scientific explanations—omitting the inter-

mediate stage of Metaphysics—would have been disastrous.

The Church held the position of spiritual headship. Science

could not have grown up under its dominion, for no sooner

would their essential rivalry have become manifest than the

Church would at once have suppressed the audacious inno-

vation of rational research.

An apparent contradiction may be seen in the fact that

the Arabians had no such intermediate stage, but passed over

to Science almost as soon as they entered upon intellectual

inquu-y. The contradiction is only apparent, not real.

Science was cultivated by sceptical philosophers under

sceptical emirs and caliphs. But this sudden burst of a

novel enthusiasm was succeeded by centuries of absolute

apathy. Islamism where it had been weak grew strong.

* ' The word heresy is Greek,' s;".y» Hoiirks, ' and 8iguifie» a latin// of anything,

particularly the taking of an opinion. After the study of jjhilosopby began in

Greece, and philosophers disagreeing among Ihemselves had sUirted many questions

not only about things natural, but also moral and civil, because every one took

what opinion he pleased, each several opinion was called a heresy, which signified

no more than a private opinion, without reference to truth or falsehood.'—Quoted
by EiCHAEDSON : English Dictionari/.
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Caliphs and emirs, no less tliaii philosophers, fell under the

dominion of an energetic i^riesthood, and under that rule all

intellectual activity withered. Theology in Europe grew

weaker and weaker under the dissolving agency of Meta-

physics. In Islam it gi-ew stronger and stronger because its

chief antagonist was Science, and that was too imperfectly

matured to hold its place against Theology.

The alliance with, and subordination to, Theology, which

constitute the fatal weakness of Scholasticism considered as

Philosophy, constitute its great value as an agent m the

evolution of thought. No wider reach was possible at that

epoch. If Reason was to exercise its prerogative in a society

governed by a Church, nothing but such an issue as Scholas-

ticism could be permitted it. The dogmas were fixed. The

solutions were found. Nothing i-emained for research,

except the reconciliation of these dogmas with Reason. A
new solution would have been a heresy. Philosophers were

allowed to seek new routes ; but they were not allowed to

an-ive at a new conclusion. It was something, however, to

be allowed to take new routes. They thus trained themselves

for travel.

' Philosoi)hy,' said Tertullian, with perfect truth, ' is the

patriarch of all the heresies.' In travelling along new roads

it was inevitable that minds should arrive at new conclusions.

The Church was alert. It scented a taint from afar. No
sooner was danger signalled than persecution followed.

This vigilance and violence greatly obstructed the free

movement of thought. No questions, however seemingly

remote, were long permitted to hold themselves aloof from

theological direction. Plato and Aristotle could debate

whether general terms were only terms or had also corre-

sponding objects, and they debated this under no priestly

dictation ; but William of Champeaux and Abelard could

only debate it under the ominous shadow of St. Peter's.

And yet this theological obstruction was also in one sense

an aid. In those days of ignorance and incurious apathy

there was an advantage in having the stimulus of dogmas
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wliicli for all men had profound interest. On subjects remote

from obvious and dailj- needs, our imperfect intellects need

tbc stimulus of passion before tbcy will undergo the toil of

research. In those daj-s, far more than in our own, men

woidd not have given their lives to the discussion of abstruse

and abstract questions unless sustained by the passionate

fervour of theological controversy.

Something may also be said in favour of that art of dispu-

tation against which so much eloquence has been expended.

It was doubtless carried to a dangerous and ridiculous excess,

and seems utterly worthless and wearisome now. Yet it was

to the athletes of the Middle Ages what parliamentary debate

has been to the English : a good, though by no means an

inimixcd good, and far from the best. We may admit that

the art was ineflPectual as an instrument of research, and

was so far injurious that it withdrew men's energies from

patient contemplation of phenomena, and employed them in

the easy but illusory manipulation of formulas, thus rearing

curious exotics sterile of all flowers or fruit. Nevertheless, in

those days any intellectual activity which could cscajje on the

one hand from the oppression of barbarian indifference, and

on the other from theological dictation, was of value ; and as

the admirable historian of scholasticism remarks :
' En pres-

sant avec trop d'energie, dans I'ardeur de la controverse, les

problemes de I'ordrc logique, on devait necessairement en

faire sortir des problemes ontologiques, psychologiques, meta-

physiques. Est-ce que I'esprit humain, une fois engaged dans

la voie de la recherche, pent s'arreter avant d'etre satisfait,

avant de toucher le but, ou du moins avant de croire I'avoir

touche?'*

§ II. ScoTus Eeigena and Anselm of Canteebuet.

So much by way of general consideration. Descending to

particulars, we find Scholasticism to be not a doctrine but a

movement. It began with the schools opened by Charle-

* HAUKtAv. De la rhilosophie icoJaslique, ISAO, i. 410.
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magiic* With these schools it tlourishetl, and with thein it

declined. The instruction being oral, an art of disputation

naturally arose ; and the instruction was necessarily oral in

the absence of a press. "When the invention of printing fur-

nished combatants with a wider arena and more effective

weapons, the importance of the schools declined. Philosophy

became secular, and passed from the priests to the public.

But when the only means of addressing audiences was from

professional chairs, students passed over the seas and over

the Alps to catch the woi'ds which fell from the lips of some

renowned teacher. Paris Avas for many years the Athens of

Scholasticism. The diploma of philosopliy was given there.

He who had not listened to its professors was scouted as

ignorant. From the remote corners of Britain and the fast-

nesses of Calabria, from Spain and Germany, from Italy and

Poland, came the young clerks who felt within them the rest-

lessness of thought. They started on foot, alone, animated

by high hopes, to brave the many perils of that journey, glad

if they could sometimes gain the protection of a troop of

soldiers, happy if a night's shelter could be found at a

monasterj', or, failing that, they would urge their claim as

scholars to the hospitality of private citizens—a claim rarely

denied them.f

Of the many renowned teachers only a few names have

now a fiimiliar sound. The list is opened by Scotus

Erigena,! with whom, in the middle of the ninth century,

Scholasticism may be said to begin, if any definite beginning

can properly be assigned to it.

And here, at its very origin, we find an element at work

which was essential to progress, and without which the

* ' Des TouTerture des eooles du moven &ge cb titre fut doime a tous le pro-

fesseurs charges d'instruire la jeunesse. Employe adjectivement, il servit a designer

les diverses branches de leur onseignement, et Ton dit la theologie scnlastiquc,

thisioire scolastique, la philosnphie scohistiqme. En ce sens la philosophi? scolas-

tique est la philosophie professee dans les dcoles du moyen Age.'

—

Haubeati, i. 7.

t Haubeau, i. '2i.

t Compare St.-Rene Taii.i.andieb : Scot. Erigena et la Fhilos. scolastique.

Strasbourg, 1843. And CunisTLiEn: Lehn und Lehre des Scot. Erigena. Gotha,

18G0.
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great subsequent influences of Arabian and Greek writers

would have been powerless—the element of Doubt. Timidly

as this potent weapon may have been handled, disguised as

scei^tieism was under various subterfuges, conscious and

imconscious, nevertheless its presence is unmistakable.

Appearing in the shape of a feeble protest against Autho-

rity, and appealing to a higher wisdom than even that of the

Fathers, it secured its footing in the domain of intelligence.

The invocation of Reason, under no matter what disguise,

is only the confused cry of Doubt. Faith has no need of

Reason. If such aid be sought, it can only be to satisfy the

unquiet intellect which cannot escape doubts. Scholasticism,

as we have said, was the movement of the intellect to justify

bj' Reason several of the dogmas of Faiili. Here to excuse

was to accuse.

In assigning this position to Scotus Erigena, I do not of

course mean that he was the first doubter in the Christian

empire, nor that he was in any way a concealed rationalist.

Some modern historians probably need the correction sug-

gested by Mr. Mau; ice ; they may have fallen into the

common error of reading modern meanings into ancient

texts when they attribute to Erigena a rationalistic spirit.

Nevertheless, under any intcri)retation of his words, there is

great significance in the fact that Erigena could write

thus :

—

' Thou art not ignorant,' says the master, ' that I think

that which is first in nature is of greater dignity than that

which is first in time.' ' This,' says the disciple, ' is known
to almost all.' ' We have learnt further,' says the master,
' that Reason is first in nature, and Authoi-ity in time. For
although nature was created together willi time. Authority

did not begin to exist from the beginning of nature and
time. But Reason has arisen with nature and time from
the beginning of things. Reason itself teaches this. For
Authority no doubt hath proceeded from Reason, but Reason
not by any means from Authority. And all Authority
which is not approved by true Reason turns out to be weak.
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But true Reason, seeing that it stands firm and immutable,

protected by its own virtues, needs not to be strengthened

by any confirmation of Authority. True Authority, indeed,

seems nothing but Truth united by the power of Reason,

and transmitted in letters by the holy Fathers for the benefit

of posterity.' *

M. Guizot cites the following passages also from Erigena :

* We must not adduce the opinions of the holy Fathers

unless when necessary to strengthen reasoning in the eyes

of rnen who, unpractised in reasoning, yield rather to

Authority than to Logic.' ' The safety of faithful souls

consists in believing that which there is reason for affirming,

and in compix'hcnding that which there is reason for

believing.'

It is possible, nay extremely probable, thiit Erigeiia may
have had a very different conception from that which his

words convey to our minds. 'The ratio,' according to

Mr. Maurice, ' which was coeval with natui'e, and to which

all things in time are secondary, is that fixed Purpose, that

Eternal Reason and Order, which man's reason is created to

investigate and jiei'ceive. Authority must not be set before

this Reason precisely because it is the result of a Reason

which is working under temjjoral conditions, though this

Authority may be most hopeful in assisting the reason of any

individual man in his efforts to break loose from its time

boundaries, and to enter into the truth ofwhich it is in search.'

By subtleties like these Erigena may have disguised

from himself the tendency of his teaching, but the instinct

of the Church was not thus to be led astray. It felt the

presence of au enemy. Horus, bishop of Lyons, thus rang

the tocsin :
' There have reached ns the writings of a certain

vain and upstart man, who disputing on the questions of

prescience and predestination by the aid, as he boasts, of

purely human and philosophic reasonings, has dared, without

adducing the authority of the Scriptures and the Fathers, to

» Cited by JlArRiCE : Midiwnd Vhilusophy, 1859, p. G3.
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affirm certain things, as if tbej- were to be acceptetl on the

sole strength of his presunaptnons assertion. . . Neverthek'ss,

as we hear, this man is admired by many a one learned and

versed in the wisdom of the schools, and who by his vain and

pernicious eloquence so subjugates his auditors, that they no

longer humbly submit themselves to the divine Scriptures,

nor to the authority of the Fathers, but prefer to follow his

fantastic reveries.' *

Erigena made himself the mouthpiece of those who sought

a rational basis, however naiTow, for their convictions. This

idea once suggested could not be disregarded. The Church

thundered against it ; but the verj- echoes of that thunder

onlj' aroused a more wide-spread and prolonged attention to

the idea. The pretension of Eeason once asserted, was too

gratifying to the intellect not to find large acceptance.

Erigena might be silenced ; Berengarius was silenced ; but

Roscellinus appeared; and after him, with greater energy and

immense eS'ect, Abelard. Even Anselm, the saintly arch-

bishop, helped the good cause in an indirect way : he con-

secrated the ijrivilcges of Reason by showing the harmony
between Reason and Faith.

f

In the introduction to his MonoJogiuvx, Anselm tells us

that his brethren frequently requested him to set down in

wi-iting the ideas he had communicated to them in conversa-

tion. ' They begged me to boiTow no important argument

from Scripture, but to employ the ordinarj' arguments such

as might be intelligible to all, to remain faithful to the rules of

simple debate, seeking no other proof than such as resulted

necessarily from the logical sequence of evidence.' He con-

sented
; yet he declared that in his work he has advanced

nothing which is not scruj^ulously accordant with the writings

of the Fathers, principally St. Augustin. The dread of heresy,

natural to such a man, is visible throughout; and at the

Bishops in the ninth century seem to have been as powerful in argument as
bishops in the nineteenth.

t There is a good monograph by M. Chables de Rbmusat : Saint Ansclmc de
Cantorbiry, Paris, 18.j3.
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close of his invocation, whicli forms the first chapter of the

rrosologiuvi, he says :
' I do not attempt, Lord, to penetrate

thy profundity, because in no sense can I compare with it my
intellect; but I do desii'e to comprehend thy truth, even

though imperfectly, that truth which my heart believes and

cherishes. For I seek not to comprehend in order to

believe, but I believe in order to comprehend. I believe

because if I did not believe I should never comprehend.' *

Faith was the regent of his philosophy. Human reason

being incompetent to reach the heights of Eevelation, the

idea of disputing on any revealed doctrines was culpable

temerity. The function of reason was to explain, not to

dispute, the dogmas accredited by the Church. Hence the

sub-title of his celebrated treatise Prosologium (in which he

sets forth the a priori demonstration of the existence of, God
in terms scarcely distinguished from those subsequently used

by "Descartes) runs thus : seu fides qucerens intellectum.f

Nevertheless, it is noticeable that Anselm always appeals

to evidence and demonstration, not to authorities. It is in

this that he is distinguished from the orthodox conservative

minds of his age. The insurgent mind of Abelard took up
the same position, but with more emphasis and ostentation.

Him we may now consider more closely.

§ III. Abelard.

The name of Abelard has been immortalised by association

Avith that of a noble woman. It is because Heloise loved

* 'Neque enim qiisero intelligerc ut credam, scd credo lit intelligam. Nam et

]ioc credo, quia nisi crndidero, non intelligam.' And in his Epistles, he says,

' Christianus per fidem debet ad intelleetum proficere, non per intellectum ad fidein

accedere, ant si inlelligerc non valet, a fide recedere.'

t The Frosologinm, -with the little tract in which Gaunilon pointed out tlio

fundamental error of Anselm in coneludiug that whatever was true of ideas must
be true of realities, and Amselm's reply, are among the rare scholas^tic works
which, as fiir as ray experience extends, a modern can read with the same pleasure

as he would read any recent metaphysical treatise. They arc subtle without being

frivolous or wearisome. A translation of all tliree, together with the JSIunoloqium,

may be found in Bouchitte : I,e liationulistne Chretien a la fin du XI' siicle.

Paris, 1812. Another translation of these four treatises m.iy be found in tlie

Opuscoli Filosofici of Siguor Antonio Rossi. Florence, 1804.
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him, that posterity feels interested in him. M. Mielielet

indeed thinks that to Abelard she owes her fame :
' without

his misfortunes she would have remained obscure, unheard

of;' and in one sense this is true; but it is also true that,

without her love, Abelard would have long ago ceased to

inspire any interest: for his was essentially a shallow,

selfish nature. His popularity was rapid, loud, and scandal-

ous. He was fitted for it, lived for it. But many a greater

name has faded from the memories of men ; many a once

noisy reputation fails to awaken a single echo in posterity.

Apart from the consecration of passion and misfortune, there

is little in his life to excite oin- sympathy. Viewed in

connection with Heloise he must always interest us ; viewed

away from her, he presents the figure of a quick, vivacious,

unscrupulous, intensely vain rrenchman. But, in several

respects, he represents the philosophic struggle of the

twelfth century ; and in this light we may consider him.

He was born in Brittany in 1079, of a noble family,

named Berenger. The name of Abelard came to him later.

His master laughingly noticed his superficial manner of

passing over some studies, filled as he was with othera, and

Slid, ' When a dog is well filled, he can do no more than

lick the bacon.' The word to lick, in the corrupt Latin of

that day, was bajnre, and Bajolardu^ became the cognomen

of this ' bacon-licking student ' among his comrades, which

he converted into Habclardus, ' se vantant ainsi de possedor

ce qu'ou I'aecusait de nc pouvoir prendre.' * In the ancient

writers the name is variously spelled, as Abailardus, Abaiel-

ardus, Abaulardus, Abbajalarius, Baalaurdus, Belardus, and

in French as Abeillard, Abayelard, Abalard, Abaulard,

Abaalary AUebart Abulard, BeiUard, Baillard, Balard, and

even Esbaillart ; which variations seem to imjily that the

* CiiAni.ES DF. Remvsat : Ahc/ard, Fut'ib, 1845, i. 13. This valuable monogmpli

contains the fullest biography of Abolard and the best analysis of his works yot

publishfd. Indeed, before M. Cousin published the works of Abolard, in 1836,

every account of the philosophy of this thinker was necessarily meagre and

erroneous.
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old French writers were as accurate iu their spelling of their

countrymen's names as their descendants are in spelling

English and German names.

Abelard's father joined to his knightly accomplishments

a taste for literature, as literature was then understood

;

and this taste became so dominant in the mind of the

youth, that he renounced the career of arms altogether for

that of learning. Dialectics was the great science of that

day, almost rivallmg in importance the Theology which it

served and disturbed by turns. It was an exercise of

intellectual ingenuity, for which this youth manifested

surprising aptitude. He travelled through various provinces

disputing with all comers, like a knight-errant of philosophy,

urged thereto by the goading desire of notoriety. This

love of notoriety was his curse through life. At the age of

twenty he came to Paris, hoping there to find a fitting

opportunity of display—an arena for his powers as a dispu-

tant. He attended the lectures of William of Champeaux,

the most renowned master of disputation, to whom students

flocked from all the cities of Europe. The new pupil soon

excited attention. The beauty of his person, the easy grace

of his manner, his marvellous aptitude for learning, and

still more marvellous facilit}' of expression, soon distinguished

him from the rest. The master grew proud of his pupil,

loved him through this pride, and doubtless looked on him

as a successor. But it soon became evident that the pupil

so quick at learning did not sit there merely to learn : he

was waiting for some good opportunity of display, waiting

to attack his venerable master, whose secret strength and

weakness he had discovered. The oppoi-tunity came; he

rose ii\), and in the midst of all the students provoked

William of Champeaux to discussion, harassed, and finally

vanquished him. Rage and astonishment agitated the

students ; rage and terror the master. The students were

indignant because they clearly saw Abelard's motive.

Abelard dates the origin of all his woes fi-om this occasion,

when he created enmities which pursued him through life

;
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aud, with a sopliistieatiou cominou to such natures, he

attributes the enmities to envy at his ability, instead of to

the real causes, namely his inordinate vanity and selfishness.

For a time indeed the rupture with his master seemed

successful. Although only two-and-twenty years of age, he

established a school of philosophy at Melun, which became

numerously attended, and spread his name far and wide.

Emboldened by success, he removed his school still nearer to

Paris—to Corbeil— in order, as he frankly tells us, that he

might be more importunate to his old master. But his rival

was still powerful, aged in science and respect. Intense

application was necessary, and in the struggle Abelard's

overtasked energies gave way. He was commanded by the

physicians to shut up his school, and retire into the country

for repose aud fresh air.

In two years he returned to Paris, and saw with delight

that his reputation had not been weakened by absence, but

that on the contrary his scholars were more eager than ever.

His old antagonist, William of Champeaux, had renounced

the world, and retired to a cloister, where he opened the

school of Saint-Victor, afterwards so celebrated. His great

reputation, although suffering from Abelard's attacks, drew
crowds. One day, when the audience was most numerous,

he was startled by the appearance of Abelard among the

students, come, as he said, to learn rhetoric. William was
troubled, but continued his lecture. Abelard was silent

until the question of ' Universals ' was brought forward,

and then suddenly changing from a disciple to an antagonist,

he harassed the old man with such rajndity and unex-

pectedness of assault that William confessed himself de-

feated, and reti-acted his opinion. That retractation was the

death of his influence. His audience rapidly dwindled. No
one would listen to the minor points of Dialectics from one
who confessed himself beaten on the cardinal point of all.

The disciples passed over to the victor. When the combat
is fierce between two lordly stags, the hinds stand quietly

by, watching the issue of the contest, and if their former
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lord and master, once followed and respected, is worsted,

they all without hesitation pass over to the conqueror, and

henceforth follow him. Abelard's school became acknow-

ledged as pre-eminent ; and, as if to give his triumph greater

emphasis, the professor to whom William of Champeaux

had resigned his chair was either so intimidated by Abelard's

audacity, or so subjugated by his ability, that he offered his

chair to Abelard, and ranged himself among the disciples.

Abelard was not content even with this victory. Although

undisputed master in dialectics, he could not hear of any

other teacher without envy. A certain Anselm taught

Theology at Laon with immense success; and this was

enough to ti-ouble Abelard's repose ; accordingly to Laon

he went, ridiculed Anselm's style, laughed at the puerile

aduiu'atiou of the scholars, and offered to sui-pass the master

in the explanation of Scripture. The scholars first laughed,

then listened, and admired. Abelard departed, having excited

anarchy in the school, and anguish in the heart of the old man.

His career, at this period, was brilliant. His reputation

had risen above that of every living man. His eloquence

and subtlety charmed hundreds of serious students, who

thronged beneath the shadows of the cathedral in ceaseless

disputation, thinking more of success in dispute than of the

truths involved. M. Guizot estimates these students at not

less than five thousand—of course not all at the same time.

Amidst these crowds, Abelard might be seen moving with

imposing haughtiness of carriage, not without the careless

indolence which success had given ; handsome, manly,

gallant-looking, the object of incessant admiration. His

songs were sung in the streets, his arguments were repeated

in cloisters. The midtitude reverentially made way for

him as he passed ; and from behind then* window-curtains

peeped the curious eyes of women. His name was carried

to every city in Europe. The Pope sent hearers to him.

He reigned, and he reigned alone.*

* ' Cum jam mc solum iu mundo superesse philosophum asstimarem.'

—

Epist. i.

p. 9.

VOL. II. C
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It was at this period that the charms and helpless posi-

tion of Heloise attracted his desires. He resolved to seduce

her; resolved it, as he confesses, after mature delibera-

tion. He thought she would be an easy victim; and

he who had lived in abhoiTence of libertinage

—

scortonim

immunditiam semper abhorrebam—felt that he had now at-

tained such a position that he might indulge himself with

impunity. We are not here attributing hypothetic scouii-

drelism to Abelard ; we are but repeating his own state-

ments. ' I thought, too,' he adds, ' that I should the more

easily gain the girl's consent, knowing as I did to how great

a degree she both possessed learning and loved it.' He tells

us how he ' sought an opportunity of bringing her into

familiar and daily intercourse with me^ and so drawing her

the more easily to consent to my wishes. With this view I

made a proposal to her uncle, through certain of his friends,

that he should receive me as an inmate of his house, which

was very near to my school, on whatever terms of remuneration

he chose ; alleging as my reason that I found the care of a

household an impediment to study, and its expense too

burdensome.' The uncle, Fulbcrt, was prompted by avarice,

and the prospect of gaining instruction for his niece, to

consent. He committed her entirely to Abelard's charge,

' in order that whenever I should be at leisure from the

school, whether by day or by night, I might take the

trouble of instructing her ; and should I find her negligent,

use forcible compulsion. Hereupon I wondered at the

man's excessive simplicity, with no less amazement than if

I had beheld him entrust a lamb to the care of a famishing

wolf; for in thus placing the girl in my hands for me not

only to teach, but to use forcible coercion, what did he do
but give full liberty to my desires, and ofiFer the opportunity,

even had it not been sought, seeing that, should enticement

fail, I might nse threats and stripes in order to subdue
her?'*

The crude brutality of this confession would induce us to

* Epist. i.
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suppose it was a specimen of that strange illusion wliicli

often makes reflective and analytic minds believe that their

enthusiasm and passions were calculations, had we not

sufficient evidence, throughout Abelard's life, of his intense

selfishness and voracious vanity. History has no other

such example of passionate devotion filling the mind of a

woman for a dialectician. It was dialectics he taught her
;

since he could teach her nothing else. She was a much
better scholar than he ; in many respects better read. She

was perfect mistress of Latin, and knew enough Greek and

Hebrew to form the basis of her future proficiency. He
knew nothing of Greek or Hebrew, although all his bio-

graphers, except M. Rcmusat, assume that he knew them

both : M. Michelet even asserting that he was the only man
who did then know them.* In the stiidy of arid dialectics,

then, must we imagine Abelard and Heloise thrown together
;

and, in the daily communion of their minds, passion ripened,

steeped in that vague, dream-like, but intense delight,

produced by the contact of great intelligences ; and, as the

Spanish translator of her letters says, ' buscando siempre

con pretext© del estudio los parages mas retirados '—they

sought in the still air and countenance of delightful studies

a solitude more exqiiisite than any society. ' The books

were open before us,' says Abelard, ' but we talked more of

love than philosophy, and kisses were more frequent than

sentences.' f

In spite of the prudential necessity for keeping this

intrigue secret, Abelard's truly French vanity overcame

his prudence. He had written love-songs to Heloise ; and,

with the egotism of a bad poet and indelicate lover, he was

* He knew a few terms current in the theological literature of the day, but had

ho known more, his ostentatious vanity would have exhibited the knowledge on all

occasions. He expressly declares, moreover, that he was forced to read Greek

iiuthors in Latin versions. See Cousin's edition of the (Euvres inedites, p. 4.3
;

also Dialcctica, p. 200, where the non-existence of Latin versions is given as the

reason of his ignorance of what Aristotle says in his Physks and Metaphysics.

t Epist. i. p. 1 1 . He adds, with his usual crudity :
' Et ssepius ad sinus quam

ad liljros reducebantur mauus.'
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anxious for these songs to be read by other eyes besides

those for whom they were composed ; anxious that other

men should know of his conquest. His songs were soon

bandied about the streets. All Paris was in the secret of

his intrigue. That which a delicate lover, out of delicacy,

and a sensible lover, out of prudence, would have hidden

from the world, this coxcomb suffered to be profaned by

being bawled from idle and indifferent mouths.*

At length even Fulbert became aware of what was passing

under his roof A separation took place ; but the lovers

continued to meet in secret, ileloise soon found herself

pregnant, and Abelard an-anged for her an escape to

Brittany, where she resided with his sister, and gave

birth to a son. When Fulbert heard of her flight, he

was fi-antic with rage. Abelard came cringing to him,

imploring pardon, recalling to him how the greatest men

had been cast down by women, accused himself of treachery,

and offered the reparation of marriage provided it were kept

secret ; because his marriage, if made known, would be an

obstacle to his rising in the Church, and the mitre already

glimmered before his ambitious eyes. Fulbert consented.

But Heloise, with womanly self-abnegation, would not con-

sent. She would not rob the world of its greatest luminary.

' I should hate this marriage,' she exclaimed, ' because it

Avould be an opprobrium and a calamity.' She recalled to

Abelard various passages in Scripture and ancient writers,

in which wives are accursed, pointing out to him how im-

possible it would be for him to consecrate himself to philo-

sophy unless he were free : how could he study amid the

noises of children and domestic troubles of a household ?

—

how much more honourable it would be for her to sacrifice

herself to him ! She would be his concubine. The more

she humiliated herself for him the greater would be her

* That this vanity and indelicacy aro eminently French, though nnhappily not

exclusively French, will be admitted by all who aro conversant with (he life and

literature of that remarkable people. This national peculiarity had not escaped

the piercing gaze and healthy instincts of Moi.iere, who has an admirable passage

on it: see Arnolphe's monologue, act iii. scene 3 of L'Ecole des Femmes.
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claims uj^ou Iiia love ; and thus she would be no obstacle to

his advancement, no impediment to the free development of

his genius.

' I call God to witness,' she wrote many years afterwards,

* that if Augustus, the emperor of the world, had deemed me
worthy of his hand, and would have given me the universe

for a throne, the name of your concubine would have been

more glorious to me than that of his empress : carius mihi

et dignius videretur tua did meretrix quam illms imperatrix.'

Gladly wonld Abelard have profited by this sublime passion

;

but he was a coward, and his heart trembled before Fulbert.

He therefore endeavoured to answer her arguments ; and she,

finding that his resolution was fixed—a resolution which he

very characteristically calls a bit of stupidity, nieam stuUitiam

—burst into tears, and consented to the marriage, which was

performed with all secrecy. Fulbert and his servants, how-

ever, in violation of their oath, divulged the secret. Where-
upon Heloise boldly denied that she was married. The
scandal became great ; but she persisted in her denials, and

Fulbert drove her from the house with reproaches. Abelard

removed her to the nunnery of Argenteuil, where she assumed

the monastic dress, though without taking the veil. Abelard

furtively visited her.* Meanwhile Fulbert's suspicions were

roused, lest this seclusion in the nunnery should be but the

first step to her taking the veil, and so ridding Abelard of

all impediment. Those were violent and brutal times, but

the vengeance of Fulbert startled even the Paris of those

days with horror. With his friends and accomplices he

surprised Abelard sleeping ; and there inflicted that mutila-

tion, which Origen in a moment of religious fi-enzy inflicted

on himself.

In shame and anguish Abelard sought the refuge of a

cloister. He became a monk. But the intense selfishness

of the man would not permit him to renoiince the world

* He adds, ' Nosti . . . quid ibi tecum mea libidinis egerit intemperantia iu

quadam etiam parte ipsius refeeturii. Nosti id impudentissim^ tunc actum esse in

tam revercndo loco et summa; Virgiui consecrate.'

—

Ejjist. v. p. 69.
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•without also forcing Heloise to renounce it. Obedient to

his commands, she took the veil ; thus once aj^ain sacrificing

herself to him whom she had accepted as a husband with

unselfish regret, and whom she abandoned in trembling, to

devote herself henceforth without hope, without faith, without

love, to her divine husband.

The gates of the convent closed for ever on that noble

woman whose stoiy continues one of pure heroism to the

last; but we cannot pause to narrate it here. With her

disappearance, the great interest in Abelard disappears ; we

shall not therefore detail the various episodes of his subse-

quent career, taken up for the most part with quaiTels

—

first with the monks, whose dissoluteness he reproved, next

with theologians, whose hatred he roused by the ' heresy ' of

reasoning. He was condemned publicly to retract ; he was

persecuted as a heretic; he had ventured to introduce

Rationalism,—or the explanation of the dogmas of faith by

Reason,—and he suffered, as men always suffer for novelties

of doctrine. He founded the convent of Paraclete, of which

Heloise was the first abbess, and on the 21st of April, 1142,

he expired, aged sixty-three. ' II vecut dans I'angoisse et

mourut dans I'humiliation,' s.ays M. de Remusat, ' mais il

eut de la gloire et il fut aime.'

There are two points of view under which the teachings of

Abelard are of interest to us. The first is his attempt to

emancipate Reason ; the second his attempt to disengage

the doctrine of Nominalism from the heretical disgrace

under which it had fallen in the hands of Roscellinus.

Carrying out more boldly and more effectively the prin-

ciple started by Erigena, he brought forward Logic as an

independent power in the great arena of theological debate.

Pordt in caelum os suum, says St. Bernard, with indignation,

writing to the Pope, et ecrutatur alta Dei, It was a dan-

gerous and damnable imprudence ; and drew on him from

St. Bernard this terrible accusation : transgreditur fines quos

posuerunt patres nostri ; to have passed beyond the limits set

by our forefathers is, in all ages and in all nations, to have
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braved the reprobation of the timid and the okl. Abelard

braved it.

Supported, as he thought, by thousands of partisans,

Abehxrd assumed an attitude of offence, aknost of disdain.

Unconscious of his real danger, he published the substance

of his Lectures in a work called Introductio ad Theologiam,

in which he undertook to demonstrate by Reason the dogmas

of Faith, and promulgated the then audacious opinion, that

all dogmas should be presented under a rational form. That

tliis was very far from being acceptable, may be read not

only in his condemnation, but also in the passage of his

Dialcctica, where he says that his rivals declared it not per-

missible in a Christian to treat even of Dialectics, because

Dialectics was not only incapable of instructing any one in

the faith, but disturbed and destroyed faith by the complica-

tion of its arguments.*

This commencement, feeble though it may have been,

marks a new epoch in the development of speculation. The

struggle of Reason against Authority, which was reopened

by Abelard, has not yet closed. ' My disciples,' he says in

his Introduction, ' asked me for arguments drawn from

philosophy such as reason demanded, begging me to instruct

them that they might understand and not merely repeat

what was taught them ; since no one can believe anything

until he has first understood it ; and it is ridiculous to preach

to others what neither teacher nor pupil understand.'

Not content with this revolutionary principle, Abelard

further 'transgressed the limits of his foi-efathers ' by the

composition of the treatise Sic et Non,f the object of which

was to cite the passages of Scripture and the Fathers pro

and con. upon every important topic : this collocation of

contradictory statements given by the highest possible

authorities was meant, as Abelard distinctly informs us,

* Dialeciica, p. 434.

t It is printed in Cousin's edition, but with omissions. The entire work was
published in Germany, 1841, under this title : Petri Abaclardi Sic ct Non ; prinmm
integrum cdidirunt E. L. HenJce ttt G. S. Lindcnkohl. This is the edition I use.
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to train tlie mind to vigorous and healthy doubt, in fulfil-

ment of the injunction, ' Seek, and ye shall find ; knock, and

it shall be opened unto you.' ' Dubitando enim ad inqiiisi-

tionem venimus ; inquirendo veritatem percipimus
;
juxta

quod et Veritas ipsa Qucerite, inquit, invenietis; pulsate, et

aperietur vobis.'* Whatever his intention may have been,

the result of such a work was clearly foreseen by theological

teachers, who regarded doubt as damnable, and would not

tolerate it under the plausible aspects of intellectual gym-

nastics, or the love of seeking for truth. But theologians

were unable to ai'rest the develoiimcnt of sjieculation. Doubt

began ; disputation waxed stronger ; logic played like lambent

flame around the most sacred subjects ; Scholasticism entered

every city in Europe, and filled it with subtle disputants.

During the centuries which succeeded, the question of

Nominalism was constantly in debate ; and beside it many

others so remote, and, to modem apprehensions, so frivolous,

that few historians boast of more than superficial acquaint-

ance with medieeval philosophy, and few mention it without

scorn. To name but one topic, what does the reader think

of a debate utrmn Detis inteUujat omnia alia a se per ideas

eorum, an aliter ? What does he think of men wasting their

energies in trying to convince each other of the true process

by which God conceived ideas—discussing, with ardour and

unmisgiving ingenuity, topics which are necessarily beyond

all possible demonstration? Nevertheless, absurd as such ,

discussions were, they have found, even in modern times, |

legitimate successors; and the laborious futility of the 1

Schoolmen has been rivalled by the laborious futility of J

German metaphysicians.

§ IV. The Great Dispute.

The second point to which Abelard calls our attention, is I

the dispute which agitated the schools during the whole '

* Page 17 of the edition last named.
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Middle Ages, the dispute as to the nature of Genera and

Species, which M. de Remusat truly sajs is the longest, most

animated, and certainly the most abstract controversy, that

has ever agitated the human mind, and the one which now

seems the least likely to have interested men so deeply. The

secret of this interest is the theological bearing which the

question early received. It had been debated in Greece as

an abstract question. It was now debated as one deeply

implicating the dogmas of Faith.

M,. Cousin is guilty of but a slight exaggeration, when he

says that the whole Scholastic Philosophy issued out of a

phrase in Porphyry, as interpreted by Boethius. This is the

passage in Boethius :
' The object of Porphyry in this work,

is to prepare the mind for the easy understanding of the

Predicaments, by treating of the five things or words,

(tractando de qninque rebus vel vocibus), namely, genus,

species, difference, property and accident ; the knowledge of

which leads to the knowledge of the Predicaments.' By the

phrase rebus vel vocibus, he was understood to signify that

things and words were mutually convertible, to discourse of

one was to discourse of the other. But is this so ? Does the

word Genus, or the word Species, represent an actual some-

thing which exists objectively, or is it merely a name which

designates a certain collection of individual things ? Centuries

had passed without any one perceiving more than a gram-

matical or logical importance in the alternative. ' On ue

I'entrevit guere qu'au milieu du onzieme siecle. Mais a peine

li\-re a I'examen, les deux solutions contraires qu'il presentait

se partagerent les esprits ; et bientot, agite en tous sens et

feconde a la fois par la temerite et par la sagesse, il en

sortit a la fin du onzieme siecle, et surtout au commencement

du douzieme, la philosophic scolastique dans toute son ori-

ginalite et sa gTandeur.'*

E oscellinus, whose name has descended to us as the first

advocate and martyr of Nominalism, but of whose opinions

* Cousin: (Euvres inidites d'Ahclard. Introd.
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we have only the reports of adversaries, may have held the

extreme opinion, which is attributed to him, namely, that

Universals were only names : he certainly denied their

objective existence, denied that there existed a thing ' colour,'

apart from coloured things, a thing, ' animal,' apart from

animals, and denied that there was any real existence which

was not an individual. When I say that liosccllinus may
have held the ojjiuion attributed to him, I wish to be

vmderstood as speaking doubtfully, because although it seems

almost inconceivable that an acute mind could believe in so

crude an opinion, which implies that names are mere breath,

flatus vocis, and not also signs of ideas ; and this difficulty is

heightened by the fact that we have not his words whereby

to judge him, but only the language adversaries put into his

mouth ; nevertheless, the history of Philosophy abounds in

instances of even acute minds being thoroughly subjugated

by verbal distinctions, and it is quite possible that Roscellinus,

in seeing the error of Realism, saw nothing more than names

in genei-al terms, and overlooked the fact that these names

stood for general ideas. Unless he did overlook this, the

modification of Nominalism which Abelard introduced, and

which has since been known as the third opinion on the

question, and named Conceptualism (a purely verbal modifi-

cation), is a mere subterfuge.

Those who believed with Plato, that general terms had

correspondent objective existence, might have more readily

listened to the Aristotelian refutation, and more willingly

acquiesced in the argument of Roscellinus, which reduced

general terms to mere names, had there not been a vista

of heresy in this argument. Eoscellinus, with unhesita-

ting logic, showed that the three persons of the Trinity

were incompatible with the unity of real existences : either

the three j)ersons existed separately and individually, and
were one only in name, having a common resemblance of

nature ; or else the three persons form but one God ; in

which case God exists alone, without distinction of persons.

That such a conclusion should startle the world, and call
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fortli the thunders of the Church, will surprise no one.

Eoscellinus was summoned to appear before the council, and

public abjiire his errors (1093). He did so; not convinced

that they were errors, but convinced that the people of Reims

thought so, and thinking so were ready to massacre him.

' Telle etait alors I'energie de la foi chez les simples,' says M.

Haureau, ' tel etait le discredit populaire de la raison !
' But

surely a logical process, which carried men to such mipleasant

conclusions, would always have been in discredit ? Men were

not willing to give up their dogma of the Trinity ; and any

logic which called upon them to do so would be answered

with brick-bats. If Eoscellinus persuaded a few hardy

thinkers to adopt his opinion, they prudently kept silent

;

and that pleasant writer, John of Salisbiiry, alluding to it

some years afterwards, adds, ' sed eorum jam explosa sententia

est, et facile cum aiictore suo evanuit.'* Realism was again

ascendant. It had an imperfect foundation in logic, but it

was, or seemed to be, favorable to the Trinity, and that con-

secrated it.

The first great adversary of Eoscellinus was Anselm of

Canterbury, whose works have already been mentioned. His

treatise De Fide Trinitatis is directed against Nominalism, and

his arguments have satisfied many moderns ; they have more-

over given M. Cousin an opjiortunity of displaying that rhe-

torical clap-trap which so often makes his writings odious.

f

The next great Realist was William of Champeaux, and

* JoiNNES Sarisbekiensis : Polycratms, vii. 12. Comp. his Mdalogiciis, ii.

17. Ofera Omnia, ed. Giles, Oxon. 18-48.

t ' Ainsi le genre humain n'est pas un mot, ou bien il faut pretcncire qu'il n'y a

reellement rien de commun et d'identique dans tons les hommes, que la fraternite

et I'igalit^ de la famille humaine sont de pures abstractions, et que, la seule realite

^tant I'individualit^, la seule r^alit^ est par consequent la difference, c'est-a-dire

[what logic!] I'inimitie et la guerre, sans autre droit que la force, sans autre

devoir que Vint^ret, sans autre remede que la tyrannic ; tristes mais n&essaires

consequences que la logique et I'histoire imposent an nominalisme et al'empirisme,

et qui Boulfevent contre eux, avec le christianisme, le sens commun et la conscience

du genre humain.' Cousin: Fragments de Philos. da Moyen jiye, 1856. p. 117. The

imbecility of this passage is artfully concealed in its rhetorical assumptions ; but

it is so characteristic of the writer (who has nevertheless done mucli for the history

of philosophy) that I could not forbear citing it, fur the sake of marking my disgust.



28 SCHOLASTICISM.

against liim, as wo have seen, arose Abelard ; not indeed to

defend Roscellinus and his heretical Nominalism ; on the

contrary, to disavow and refute him, but to replace the two

opinions by a third. He adopted so much of Nominalism,

that until recently he was always held (and I think justly

held) to be a Nominalist. Buhle points out that Abelard is

a Nominalist when combating William, and a Realist when
attacking Roscellinus.* M. Rousselot argues at great length

that Abelard was in truth a Realist ; t that as a logician he

agreed with Roscellinus, reducing universals to general

terms, but as a metaphysician he agreed with the Realists.

A closer examination of the arguments, however, shows that

Abelard was a Nominalist under a new name.

The peculiarity of his doctrine consists in the distinction

of Matter and Form applied to genus and sjiecies. * Every

individual,' he says, in a very explicit passage of the treatise

De Generibus et Specicbus, printed by M. Cousin, ' is com-

posed of matter and form, i.e. Socrates from the matter of

Man, and the form of Socratity ; so Plato is of the same

matter, namely, that of man, but of different form, namely,

that of Platonity ; and so of all other individual men. And
just as the Socratity which formally constitutes Socrates is

nowhere but in Socrates, so the essence of man which

sustains Socratity in Socrates, is nowhere but in Socrates.

The same of all other individuals. By species, therefore,

I mean, not that essence of man which alone is in Socrates,

or in any other individual, but the whole collection which

is formed of all the individuals of the same nature. This

whole collection, although essentially multiple, by the Autho-

rities is named one Species, one Universal, one Nature
;
just

as a nation, although composed of many persons, is called

one. Thus each particular essence of the collection called

Humanity is composed of matter and form, namely, the

animal is matter, the form is, however, not one, but many,

i.e. rationality, morality, bipedality, and all the other sub-

• Buhle, Gesch. der ncuem Phil. I. 840.

t Rousselot, fyudes sur la I'kUosophie dans te Moijen Age, 18i0, II. 33, et eeq.
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stantial attributes. Aiid that which is said of man,

namely, that the part of man which sustains Socratity

is not essentially the part which sustains Platonity, is true

also of the Animal.* For the Animal which in me is

the form of Humanity, cannot essentially be elsewhere ; but

there is in it something not different from the separate

elements of individual animals. Hence, I call Genus the

multitude of animal essences which sustain the individual

species of Animal : the multitude diversified by that which

forms Species. For this latter is only composed by a col-

lection of essences which sustain individual forms ; Genus, on

the contrary, is composed by a collection of the substantial

differences of different Species The particular essence

which forms the Genus Animal, results from a certain

matter, essence of body, and substantial forms, animation

and sensibility, which can only exist essentially there,

although they take indifferently the forms of all species of

body. This union of essences produces the Universal named

Animal Nature.' f

From this passage, and many others to the same effect

might be cited, it is clear that if Nominalism be understood

as proclaiming Universals to be only general names, _/?ai(t.s'

vocis, and not also general conceptions based on something

real, expressing the resemblances and relations of things

—

an interpretation it is difficult to accept—Abelard separated

himself from the Nominalists, and maintained the existence

of universals post rem, though not cmte rem and not I'w se—as

when a multitude is conceived under the form of unity

linking together the resemblances existing between the in-

dividuals composing it. But this reality of conceptions,

which is the point advanced in Conceptualism, though it

sometimes looks like the doctrine of Realism, and enabled

* We must subjoin the original :
' Et sicut de homine dietum est, seilicet quod

illud hominis quod sustinet Socratitatem, illud essentialiter non sustinet Platoni-

tatem, ita de animali. Nam illud animal quod formam humanitatis quae in me est,

sustinet, illud essentialiter alibi non est, sed illi non differens est et singulis materiis

singulorum indlvidiiorum animalis.'

t Do Generihus ct Spcckhus, p. .524.
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Abelard to use equivocal language which has misled even

M. Rousselot, is such as every Nominalist may accept.

Abelard maintains that Genus and Species are not general

existences, objectively real, existing integrally in various

individuals whose identity admits of no other diversity

than that of modes or accidents ; otherwise the subject of

these accidents, the substance of these modes being iden-

tical, every individual would possess the same siibstance.

Humanity would thus only be one man ; Socrates being at

Athens, Humanity would be at Athens ; and Plato being at

Thebes, Humanity would then either not be at Athens with

Socrates, or Plato would not be a man.

M. Haureau* seems to me correct in saying that when

Abelard appears to be defending Realism against Roscellinus,

it is merely on the surface ; he does not think what he

seems to say ; nothing is more repugnant to him than that

doctrine ; but Nominalism having an Ul name, he has to

advance cautiously. All that he really advances against

Roscellinus is that Genus and Species are more than words,

words being signs of conceptions. How these conceptions

are formed by abstraction is very explicitly stated in his

treatise De Intelledibus.f It is true that to give an air of

independence to his position, and protect himself against the

accusation of Nominalism, he stoutly affirms that words are

nothing, whereas Genus and Species are things, substances.

But what things ?—what substances ? ' II est trop ami de

I't'quivoque,' says M. Haureau, ' pour s'expliquer davantage

a ce sujet quand rien ne I'exige.'

In spite of the equivoque, or rather in consequence of it,

Conceptualism, which was Nominalism under a new name,

found great favour : the more so when men discovered that if

Nominalism led to heretical views of the Trinity, Realism

necessarily led to Pantheism, or the identification of all sub-

stances in one substance. But the battle continued to rage

* Haureatj : De la Philoa. scolastique, I. 281.

t Printed by M. Cousin in his Fragments philos. Gump. Eemusat : Abelard, I.

495, and HAuiitAr, I. 283.
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with varying fortunes throughout the Middle Ages, and

the Church in turn condemned both. Nominalism was

repeatedly dragged before the councils and condemned.

Eealism also was found to shelter monstrous heresies. In

endeavouring to prove the existence of God, the school of

Anselm was found almost to have denied that existence, to

have merged it in Pantheism. ' Et si Ton ne se hate de fermer

les chaii-es ou sont developpees de telles conclusions, e'en est

fait de tout dogme, la moi-ale chretienne n'a plvis elle-meme

de fondement, et la plus abhon-ee de toutes les heresies, celle

qui eut pour auteurs les plus mal fames des gnostiques,

triomphe au douzieme siecle de I'eglise et de la foi ! Les

buchers s'allument pour recevoir ces audacieux interpretes

de la formule realiste.' *

At the close of the Xllth century liberty of thought

seemed vanquished. All the philosophical schools had in

turn been condemned as heretical ; and each was eager to

secure the condemnation of the other. Disgusted with their

quai-rels, with the futility of their princi^jles, a party arose

which turned the sharp edge of logic agaiust them all and pro-

claimed the vanity of rational research. Of these an excellent

representative may be seen in John of Salisbury, who lashes

the logical follies of the age with a vigour which makes him

interesting to our own age.f He refused to admit that idle

disputes about words, and debates about generals and parti-

culars, were philosoj^hy at all. In his treatise, Pohjcraticiis,

he appeals to the nobler philosophy of Chi'istian moralists

against this vain array of logical formulas ; he objects to the

deductive method so strikingly exhibited by Anselm, and so

» Hauheau, I. 215.

t Joannes Saeisbeklensis : Metahgieus, pp. 69, 73, 75, 77, ed. Giles. I have

only room for one sentence :
' Fiunt itaque in puerilibus Academici senes ; omnem

dictorum aut scriptorum excutiunt syllabam, inio et literam ; dubitantes ad omnia,

qu;erpntes semper, sed nunquam ad scientiam pervenientes ; et tandem convert-

untur ad vaniloquium, ac neseientes quid loquantur, aut de quibus asserant, errores

condunt novos, et antiquorum aut nesciunt aut dedignantur sententias imitari.

Compliant omnium opiniones, et ea qufe etiam a vilis.simis dicta vel scripta sunt, ab

inopia judicii scribunt et referunt : proponunt enim omnia, quia nesciunt prjeferro

meliora.'
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destructively employed byAnselm's followers. Aud the Church

applauded him. Li fact, the struggles of the schools seemed

about to end, as many other anarchical efforts have ended,

in universal despotism. That which prevented so fatal a

consummation, that which once more introduced the ferment

of philosojjhic speculation into Eurojie, was the agitating

influence of the Ai-abian commentators on Greek philosophy

and science.



CHAPTEE II.

ARABI^lN PHILOSOPHY.

THE part due to Arabian influence in determining the

evolution of European thouglit, giving a peculiar direction

to culture which was in danger of languishing under the

repressive despotism of Theology, is important, and not

generally recognised ; we are interested, therefore, in what

savants tell us about these Arabian writers, especially of their

leading tendencies. I will here rapidly set down the results

of my own inquiries in this direction, giving references to

sources where the ciu-ious reader will find ampler detail.

It is a common error to confound Mohammedan with

Arabian, and then to feel surprise at the rapid transformation

of an ignorant nomadic people, such as the Arabs were, into

the splendid nation whose culture gave a mighty impulse

to Eui'opean progress. Even the learned Dozy seems to

coTintenance this error when he says of the Arabs, ' Ar-

raches par un prophete a leurs deserts et lances par lui a la

conqiiete du monde, ils I'ont rempli du bruit de leurs exploits ;

enrichis par les depouilles de vingt provinces, ils out appris a

connaitre les jouissances du luxe
;
par suite du contact avec

les peuples qu'ils ont vaincus, ils ont cultive les sciences, et ils

se sont civilises autant que cela leur etait possible. Cepen-

dant meme apres Mahomet une periode assez longue s'est

^coulee avant qu'ils perdissent leur caractere national.'*

Barbarians they were, and barbarians they long remained, in

spite of their conquests.

* Dozy : Hktoirc dcs Musu/mans d'Espagne. Leydeu, ISfil, i. 15.

VOL. II. D
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There never was any Arabian Science, strictly speaking,

lu the first place, all the Philosophy and Science of the

Mohammedans was Greek, Jewish, and Persian. In the next

place, it was never, or very rarely, the Arabs who devoted

themselves to such studies. One authority* has told us that

what it is customary to call Arabian Philosophy forms but a

small section of the Mohammedan movement, and was almost

unknown even to the Mohammedans themselves. It really

designates a reaction against Islamism, which arose in the

distant parts of the empire, in Samarcand, Bokhara, Morocco,

and Cordova. The Arabian language having become the

language of the empire, this Philosophy is written in that

language ; but the ideas are not Arabian ; the spirit is not

Arabian. The real genius of that peojile is to be found in the

Moallakat and the Koran ; and is absolutely antagonistic to

Grecian Philosoi^hy. It is the genius of a Semitic race. That

race has been moved to Ijrical and prophetical expression,

rarely to the severe abstractions of Science, or the delicate

subtleties of Philosophy. None of the great names, except

Al-Keudi, belong to Arabs, strictly so called. They are the

names of Persians, Spaniards, and Jews. It was through

the Persians, under the Abbassides, that Grecian thought was

introduced into Islam. It was at Bagdad that Philosophy

formed a home. The caliph, Al Mamoun, a representative of

the Persian reaction, was its first great patron; Syrian

Christians and the Magi were its promotei's.

When the edict of Justinian drove the last of the Greek

philosophers to seek a refuge in Asia, they found welcome in

Persia. The Nestorians flying from Heraclius found hos-

pitable protection under Kosroes. And thus it was, that when
the Abbassides wished to illustrate their dynasty with the

splendour of Letters, they found numerous Greeks, Christians,

and Jews readj' to aid them with Syriac and Arabian versions

of the great Athenian and Alexandrian writers.

f

No one doubts that the origin of Arabian Philosophy and

* Ernest Renax : Averroes ct VAverroisme. Paris, 1852, p. 67.

t Compare Muh-K : Mclatu/ej) de Pki/osojtliie Juive et AraU: Paris, 1859, p. 313.
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of European Scholasticism must be sought iu the Alexandrian

School, more particularly in the peripatetic modification im-

pressed on that School by its later thinkers. Porphyry is

more Aristotelian than Platonic ; and Porphyry was regarded,

both by East and West, as the representative of philosophic

thought. The absolute dominion which for ten centuries was

exercised by Aristotelianism was greatly indebted to the la-

bom-s of the Alexandrian interpreters, Ammonius, Themistins,

Syrianus, Simplicius, and Philoponous ; and it was to them

that Arabian Philosophy owed its material. The little that

the Arabs knew of Plato—and it was very little—they gained

through these peripatetic commentators. Few of Plato's

works, according to Munk, were translated into Arabic, and

the few versions that existed were not widely known. I

find that Djemal Eddin al Kifti, who in the thirteenth century

wrote a ' Dictionary of Philosophers,' mentions, under the

head of Plato, only the translations of the Republic, the Laws,

and the Ttmceus ; but he also, under the head of Socrates,

cites passages from the Crito and Phwdo.

That the Arabs attached themselves servilely to Ai-istotle,

and paid little attention to Plato, is well known. The reasons

usually deduced for this preference are, as Renan justly

remarks, more plausible than solid. It was not owing to

their more practical turn of mind ; it was not owing to their

more scientific disposition. It was not even preference at all

;

there could be no preference where there was no alternative

for choice. The Arabs accepted the culture which was

offered them ; and Plato was not offered. Even Plotinus,

whose views they liberally incorporated with their philosophy,

is never mentioned by them.*

The Syriac versions of Aristotle, commenced in the days

of Justinian, were rapidly multiplied by translations into

Arabic. In the ninth century the Nestorian physicians, Isaak

, and his son, gave translations which were much renowned.

In the tenth century, Ya'hya ben 'Adi and 'Isa ben Zara

* See Munk, p. 240. Renan, p. "I.
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made new translations, and corrected those already extant.

Some of these, according to Munk, are executed with ro-

ujarlcable care and accurac}'. The debt which Europe owes

to the Arabs for their preservation of Greek writings, and

the stimulus impressed upon European curiosity by the

ardour of their veneration, without which stimulus the

Renaissance might never have come to pass, has long been

recognised, and perhaps exaggerated. Another and less

questionable debt is due to theui for the ardour with which

they prosecuted mathematical, astronomical, medical, and

chemical studies. > Alexandria produced not simply phi-

losophers, but also men of science ; and the Arabs were

brought into contact with both, learning to venerate Pto-

lemy and Galen as well as Aristotle. Thus, if the Arabs

helped to raise Aristotle on the despot's throne, they also

furnished the irresistible weapons with which that throne

was one day to be destroyed.

The aspect of learning in Christian Europe during the

tenth century was piteous. Yet at that very period of dark-

ness, Andalusia, under the Mohammedans, was the centre of

light. It was the market where all the treasures of the East

found ready sale ; works composed in Persia and Syria were

often known in Spain before they had been heard of in the

East. The caliph had his agents at Cairo, Bagdad, Damascus,

and Alexandria, all seeking for manuscripts.

It is to be borne in mind that the Arabs, although they

conquered Spain, were too weak in numbers to hold that

country in subjection otherwise than by politic concessions to

the opinions and customs of the people. They were in a

position not unlike that of the Normans in England : superior

in military organization, but inferior in actual strength, and

forced to respect their subjects. Hence they permitted Jews

and Christians to retain their religious rites and daily

customs. So successful was this policy of conciliation, that

Cliristians and Mohammedans not only lived together

amicably, but often intermarried. And it is worthy of note,

that from Spain Arabian culture slowly penetrated Europe,
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through France, by means of the wandering and adventurous

Jews.

Andahisia in the tenth century is thus a star shining

solitary amid the darkness. The passion for Science and

Art had established there a toleration which seems surprising

to moderns. Christians, Jews, and Mussulmans spoke the

same language, sang the same songs, delighted in the same

poems, thought the same thoughts. It is obvious that this

toleration, and this passion for knowledge which could only

be general where such toleration existed, are quite irrecon-

cilable with the commonly received opinion of Mohammedan
bigotry. The truth must be avowed ; there is almost always

something of indifference in toleration. Without moral

indifference, or intellectual scepticism, impartiality is difficult.

Very earnest belief is confident, and the confidence in truth

brings intolerance of error. Culture must weaken the in-

tensity of religious conviction, before it widens the capacity

of religious emotion so far as to admit the possibihty of

another opinion being tiiie, or of an erroneous opinion being

without offence in the eye of Heaven. A sweetly serious and

hopeful nature may believe that error is not sin ; but it is

only exceptional minds that can be at once fervent and

tolerant. If therefore we find any section of the world of

Islam tolerant, we may safely conclude that it was sceptical

or indifferent. Now M. Renan has shown* that even in

Mahomet's time there was httle belief in the prophet except

among a small circle of devoted followers ; and that it was not

until the twelfth century that Islauiism finally triumphed over

the undisciplined elements which had split it into sects, some

of them almost openly avowing their infideUty ;
' sectes secretes

a doxible attente, alliant le fanatisme a I'incredulite, la licence

a I'enthousiasme religieux.' Indeed, the Arab is said by

those who have studied his character not to be of a religious

disposition ; and in this he differs greatly from the other

races that have adopted Islamism. ' Voyez les Bedouins

* Rexan: Kttules d'Hiatoire reHijUu^; 3rd «1. Paris, 18.58, pp. -^.57-266.
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d'aujoxu'd'hui,' says Dozy. 'Quoiqiie musuluians de nom, ils

se soucient mt5diocrement des proceptes de I'lslamisme. Le

voj-ageur europecn qui les a connus le mieux atteste que c'est

le peuple le plus tolerant de I'Asie.' * More than a century

after Mahomet the Arabs in Egypt were ignorant of what

the prophet had forbidden.t The religious fanaticism of

Mohammedanism, which has aspects resembling our Puri-

tanism, is traced by Dozy to the Berbers.

As Arabian Philosophy is nothing more than the Alex-

andrian interpretation of Aristotle, with occasional Oriental

colouring, I shall not pause to expound the doctrines at any

length; I am. more desirous of indicating the kind and

degree of scientiKe culture which was at one period so

powerful in its mfluence on European thought. The readiest

way of indicating this will be to bring forward the most

eminent of the Arabian teachers.

^ I. Al-Kendi.

Our list opens with Al-Kendi, who flourished in the ninth

century. He was the son of the governor of Coufa, under

Haroun Al-Easchid. He studied at Bagdad and Bassora

;

and became famous, under the caliphs Al-Mamoun and

Al-Mo'tacem, for works on philosophy, astronomy, mathe-

matics, medicine, politics, and music. Learned in the

learning of Persians, Indians, and Greeks, he was selected by

the caliph as the man to translate Aristotle. Al-Kendi's

commentaries on the Stagirite are rarely cited by Arab

writers ; and hence we may conclude they had been greatly

surpassed by succeeding commentators.

In the detached notices which reach us of these Arabian

thinkers, we often seem to meet with opinions greatly in

advance of the culture of the time. But it would be neces-

sary to have much more circumstantial statements before we
could rely on such inferences, a verbal agreement often

* Dozy : Op. cit. I. 20. t H'id- p. 37.
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masking profound divergences of thought. When, for ex-

ample, we hear ofAl-Kendi having composed a treatise to show

that Philosophy was based on Mathematics, and coiild not be

understood without Mathematics, we seem to read an agree-

ment ^vith the most advanced school of modern thinkers

;

yet, if we had Al-Kendi 's Avork before us, we should probably

find that his view of the relation of Mathematics to Philo-

sophy was altogether unlike the modern. Eoger Bacon, a

disciple of the Arabs, also insisted on the primary necessity

of Mathematics,* without which no other science can be

known; yet by Mathematics it is clear that he meant

something very different from what we mean, including

under that head even dancing, singing, gesticulation, and

performance on musical instruments.

§ II. Al-Farabi.

It was probably with no clearer insight that Al-Farabi

treated Mathematics, gaining great celebrity. He was also

famous as a physician (all the Arabs seem to have made

Medicine a favourite study) and as a commentator on Ai-is-

totle. The date of his death—December, 950—seems all

that can positively be fixed. Of his life, all that is authenti-

cally laiown is that he studied at Bagdad, and lived at

Aleppo and Damascus. The details to be found in Leo

Africanus and Brucker are rejected by Munk as untrust-

worthy. The chief of his writings were commentaries on

Aristotle, especially on the Organon. And these we often

meet with in citation. Eoger Bacon and Albertus Magnus

repeatedly quote them. Avicenna also avows himself greatly

indebted to them ; and so great were his obligations that

readers gradually ceased to seek in Al-Farabi what they

could find in Avicenna.

Among the works of Al-Farabi there was one on the

Philosophy of Plato and Aristotle, of which some descriptions

* Roger Bacon: Opus Magus, Venet. 1750, p. 43, and Opera Jnidita, ed. Beewer,

18.59, I. 105.
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by Arabian wi-itors still remain. It implied a knowledge of

Plato greater than is fonnd in other writers of that period.

It contained an exjjosition of the various branches of philo-

sophy and their mutual relations, an analysis of Plato's

doctrine, with an indication of his works. This was followed

by a more detailed account of Aristotle, with brief summaries

of each of his treatises.

Al-Farabi's works on Music are said to have been greatly

in advance of what had appeared before his time. One of them

contained a complete theory of the art, treating of sounds,

concords, intervals, rh3thms, and cadence. In another he ex-

pounded the ^vritings of the ancients, showing what progress

had been made, correcting the en-ors of each writer, and

supplying his omissions. Al-Farabi refuted the Pythagorean

notion of music of the spheres. He also explained the in-

fluence of vibrations of the air upon instruments, and how
the instruments outrht to be constnicted.*

§ III. AVICENNA.

Far more illustrious than any who had preceded him,

Avicenna—or, to give him his real title, Abou-'Ali al'IIoseiii

ben-'Abd-Allah Ibn Sina—was born in. one of the cities of

Bokhara in August, 980. His family was Persian. At an

early age he knew the Koran by heart, and was not a little

admired for his precocity, especially in the studies of

grammar and jurisprudence. To these he soon added

mathematics, physics, logic, and metaphysics. Medicine

followed, of course ; and so marvellous was his precocity,

that at the age of 17 he was appointed medical adviser to

the Emir Nou'h-ben Mansour, whom he cured of a serious

malady.

• None of the importADt works of Al-Farabi have been translated. The little

volume published at Paris in 1638

—

A1j>harahii, vetustissimi Aristotelis interpreiis,

opera omnia qua latina lingtut conscriptn repcriri potuerunt—contains only two

essays, I. De Scientiis (a sort of programme of the sciences), II. Uc intcllectu et

intelUcto. Two other essaj's in the original, with Latin vcreions, were published by
ScHMoLDEBs: Documenta Philosopkia Arahum. Bonn, 1836.
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The immense library of the emir was thus opened to his

research. So eager and so ardent was his devotion to study,

tnat he was accused of having set fire to the library, jealous

lest another should share with him the knowledge he had

gained there. An idle story.

After the death of his protector the emir, Avicenna quitted

Bokhara, and extended his knowledge and his fame by

visiting several great cities. He then composed his Medical

Canon, which for centuries was the text-book of European

schools, and is the one work by which he is known beyond

his own country. He was soon again a wanderer. At

Hamadan the emir raised him to the post of vizir. But

the priests were offended, and instigated the soldiery to

revolt. Avicenna was made prisoner, and his life was in

danger. After some time spent in concealment, he was

again able to reappear at court, and attend on the sick

prince. It was at this period he composed his chief philo-

sophical work, J Z-scAe/a (which means The Cure; the Latin

title is misleading).* And every evening he lectured on

philosophy and medicine to a large and attentive audience.

The lectm-e over, he ordered musicians to appear ; and being

of a festive disposition, fonder of the pleasures of the table

than became a philosopher and physician, he rapidly under-

mined a constitution ah-eady enfeebled by over study. Avi-

cenna was fond of wine, and on being reproached for his

defiance of the Koran, replied, ' Wine is forbidden because it

excites quarrels and bad passions ; but I, being preserved

from such excesses by my philosophy, drink wine to sharpen

my intellect.'

It was a troubled life our philosopher led, crowded with

excitement of various kinds. He was not content with

lecturing and wine-bibbing, but must also take to conspiring.

Thrown into prison, he escaped to Ispahan, where he found

a new patron, with whom he passed a few years of toil and

* 'De his roluminibus,' says Roger Bacon, 'duo Don sunt translata; primum

autem et secun(Jum aliquas partes habent Latini
,
quod vocatur Assephce, i. e. Liber

Sufficientise.'— Opus Tcrtium.
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excitement, which terminated in 1037, in the fifty-seventh

year of his age.

The immense productivity of the ancient philosophers is

one of their most striking characteristics. Avicenna, whose

brief career was also a troubled one, found time to be as

voluminous as a Benedictine. Learned in all the learning of

his time (which, however, was easily compassed), he composed

more than a hundred works, some of which still survive.*

In the eleventh century he was to the Mohammedans of

the East what, in the twelfth century, Averroes was to the

Mohammedans of the West, and what Albertus Magnus was

to Europe in the thii-teenth century. Indeed, it is very

probable, as M. Jourdain suggests,t that Albertus borrowed

the plan of his own vast labours from Avicenna, who was not

so much a translator or commentator of Aristotle, as the

popularizer and propagator of his ideas. Like Albertus, he

composed treatises on all the subjects treated by the Stagirite,

often reproducing the expressions as well as the ideas of his

model, but not unfrecjuently deviating into new tracks,

either because he had misinterpreted the original, or because

his own wider knowledge and clearer thought enabled him

to improve it. J His least questionable improvements were

in psychology. It is to Avicenna that the Arabs, and

after them the Schoolmen, owe the classification of the

faculties into exterior (the five senses), interior, motor, and

rational.

The immense and enduring success of Avicenna's Medical

Canon is a significant fact, when we reflect that he had not

advanced the science in any one direction bej'ond the point

* A Latin version, published at Venice in 1495, under this title

—

Aviccnns,

peripatetici philoaophi ac medicorum facile primi, opera in lucim redacta ac nuper,

quantum ars nili potuif, per canonicos cmendtita—contains Logica, Sufficitntia (or,

as we should style it, Physica), De Coelo ct Mundo, De Anima, De Animaliius, De
InttUigei'tis, Alpharabius de Intclligentis, and Fhilosophia Prima.

t JouBUAtN : Sechcrches sur les ancvnnes traductions latines d'Aristole. Paris,

1843, p. 209.

}
' Prinoeps magnus, qui semper in libris sapientise vocatur princeps Abholati,

ipse iterum revocarit philosophiam in Arabico, et exposuit opera antiquorum
RoGEB Bacon : Opus Terliiim, cviii. p. 24.
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it had reached among the Greeks. Nay, in some respects it

was even less advanced, for it servilely followed Aristotle in

preference to Galen, and this, too, in simple matters of fact

within easy verification ; such, for example, as in assigning

only three chambers to the heart. The Arabs could have no

scientific pre-eminence over the Greek physicians, for they

were by Mohammedan prejudices forbidden to practise human
anatomy ; and consequently physiology became a mere dis-

play of teleological ingenuity.

Spi'engel asks how it is that the Canon came to secure and

preserve its unquestioned supremacy in European schools,

not being really superior to other Arabian works on the same

subject. He finds an explanation in the systematic complete-

ness of the work, and the indolent servility of the public,

which was flattered by that cut-and-dried wisdom. ' These

men,' he says, ' disliked novelties ; accustomed in religious

matters to obey without scruple the infallible dicta of the

Church, it was agreeable to them to have an infallible authority

in matters of science.'* Authority has always had great

weight in Medicine; and the reason is because positive science

jdays so small a part in it. WTiere men cannot appeal to

proofs, they must fall back on precedents ; where they lack

reasons there they quote authorities. Avicenna gratified the

disposition to accept authority, and gratified the indolence

which shrinks from laborious research. His dicta rendered

research superfluous. Men were little given to independent

thought in those days, when Science meant the laiowledge

of what other men had thought. The Canon contained the

chief thoughts of Greek and Arabic sages ; and men were

thus saved even from the labours of erudition ; for why should

they have sought in the originals what this compendium so

conveniently placed within easy reach ? It was not until they

began to think of interrogating Nature, instead of echoing

the sages, that Avicenna's supremacy was disputed. And so

naturally servile is the human intellect, so reluctantly does

it withhold allegiance from a name which has once held

* Spuengel : Gisth. der Ar^iicikiinde. Halle, 1823, U. 424.
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authority, that even late in the sixteenth century wo finil

Scaliger asserting that no man could be an accomplished

physician who had not mastered Avicenna.

Following a chronological order, two names ought to be

interposed here, Avicebron and Algazzali ; but for purposes

ofexposition, I withhold these to a subsequent page, Algazzali

being better understood in connection with Averroes, and

Avicebron conducting us back to the scholastics.

§ IV. Al-Hazen.

Al-Hazen ('Abou 'Ali al'Hasan ben al-'Hazen) was really

a distinguished mathematician, who flourished during the

early jjart of the eleventh century'. He is best known in

Europe by his treatise on Optics, translated by Risner, and

published at Bale in 1572. He therein corrected the Greeks,

who supposed that rays of light issue from the eye and

impinge on the objects ; by anatomical and geometrical argu-

ments, he shows that the rays come from the objects and

impinge on the retina. He further explained the fact, that

we see objects singly, though with two eyes, because the visual

images are formed on symmetrical jiortions of the two

retinas. He explains reflection and refraction ; and astonishes

us with his knowledge that the atmosphere increases in

density as it decreases in height, and that the path of a ray

of light through it, on entering obliquely, must be curvilinear

and concave to the earth. Hence, as the mind refers the

position of an object to the direction in which the ray of

light enters the eye, the stars must appear to us nearer the

zenith than they really are. Hence we see the stars before

they have arisen and after they have set.*

§ V. AVEMPACE.

Avempace, as the "West called Abou Beer Mohammed ben

Ya'hya Ibn Badja, is one of the most celebrated of the Spanish

Mohammedans. He flourished early in the twelfth centurj'.

* It is eminently probable that Kkpi.eb borrowed his optical views from
Al-Hazen. It is certain that be has no just title to originality as the discoverer,

which is sometimes claimed for him.

4
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He is the first of his compatriots in Spain who attained

celebrity as a philosopher ; aud according to Ibn Tofail, his

illustrious successor, he surpassed all contemporaries in depth

of wisdom, although worldly affairs and a premature death

prevented the completion of those important works which

he had designed. He only published hastily written essays

on Mathematics, Medicine, and Philosophy, and commentaries

on Aristotle. One of his antagonists thought it a severe

sarcasm to say that he only studied mathematical science,

only meditated on the heavenly bodies and on the nature of

climate, ' despising the Koran, which in his arrogance he sets

aside.' The same critic, with the common candour of critics,

says, ' According to him it is better to do evil than good, and

that beasts are better guided than men.' Munk, who gives an

analysis of one of Avempace's works,* says that he impressed

on Arabian Philosophy a movement directly opposed to the

mystical tendencies of Algazzali, and ' qu'il proclamala science

speculative seule capable d'amener I'homme a concevoir son

propre etre ainsi que I'iuteUect actif.'

§ VI. Abubacer.

Eai-ly in the twelfth century appeared Abou Beer Mo-
hammed ben-'Abd-al-Malic Ibn Tofail, known in Europe as

Abubacer. He was born in Andalusia ; and was renowned

at the court of the Almohades for his skill as a physician and

poet, and for his mathematical and philosophical learning.

After having filled the office of secretary to the governor of

Granada, he was appointed vizir aud physician to Yousouf,

the second king of the Almohade dynasty, who admitted him

to great intimacy. His favour at court was honourably

employed in protecting other savants, and it was he who

presented Averroes to the king; showing a sublime

superiority to any of those movements of jealousy which

disturb inferior minds. One day, Yousouf expressed a desire

to have a clear analysis of Aristotle's doctrine. Abubacer

urged the task upon Averroes, instead of undertaking it

* McNK : Op. cif. pp. 3S9-409.
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himself. One likes to liear of the success of such men, and

to know that his funeral was attended in person by the King

Yacoub, surnamed Al-Mansour.

Abubacer was not only grateful to his predecessor, Avem-

pace, but generous to his successor and rival, Averroes. I

should be glad to believe that he was as profound as he was

liberal. The evidence, however, will not warrant the con-

clusions of some modern admirers. I allude pai-ticularly to

the claim which has been set up for him on the ground of

his having, before Copernicus, rejected the Ptolemaic hypo-

thesis. The rejection of an established error does not always

imply uncommon insight. It is often due to impatient

ignorance. Every year we see men read}' to prove Newton's

hypothesis a mistake ; and if (the supposition is not very

plausible) a truer hypothesis should some day replace that

of Newton, these ' undevout astronomers ' will clamorously

assert their claims to priority. When, therefore, we are told

that Abubacer rejected the Ptolemaic hypothesis, we must ask

upon what grounds he rejected it, before we credit him with

a deeper insight. Averroes, in his Lesser Commentary on

Aristotle's Metaphysics, speaks of Abubacer's excellent views

on the subject of epicycles ; and Alpetragius, in his Intro-

duction to Astronomy, says, ' You Icnow that the illustrious

Abubacer told us that he had found out an astronomical

system and the principles of celestial motions dLfi'erent from

those put forth bj' Ptolemy, and which need neither eccentrics

nor epicycles ; and on his system he said all movements are

verified and no en-or results. He also promised to write on

this subject.' But he did not write on it ; and we are left to

guess at his system, through the partial glimpses given in

Averroes and Alpetragius. The basis of his objection to

Ptolemy's hypothesis is that it is not in harmony with the

theories of motion given by Aristotle ! No man of scientific

culture will be curious to hear more of a system which rests

on that basis, except as a matter of historical interest ; and
in this direction we may notice the hypothesis proposed by
Alpetragius :

—
' All the spheres follow the movement and the
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impulsion of the superior sphere which is above that of the

fixed stars and is void. They have but one movement from

east to west; but according as they are distant from the

superior sphere, their motion is less rapid, because they receive

less of its impulse. Their apparent iiTegularity is thus

explained, without the necessity of a retrograde motion from

west to east. The different sjjheres have their particular

poles, which incline from the poles of the superior sphere.

Each, in following the diurnal movement of the superior,

moves about its own poles. These two movements result in

a sort of spu'al, which makes the stars incline towards the

north or south. There is thus no need of eccentrics nor

epicycles.'

Alpetragius avows^and the avowal is very significant

—

that he was not led to this hypothesis by Observation, but by

a kind of divine inspii-ation,* which is a i^rocess of discovery

much in vogue among certain classes of speculators. Nor

did he ever attempt to verify his hypothesis by calculation.

Calculators are seldom inspired ; indeed, one may observe

that the minds most given to the rejection of conclusions,

which, whether true or false, have been established on

laborious induction and calculation, are the minds least

impressed with the necessity of any higher verification than

that of their ' intuitions ; ' they have the most serene re-

liance on their own sagacity. Alpetragius had therefor no

hesitation in avowing, at the close of his treatise, that it

would be impossible for him to imitate Ptolemy and enter

upon all the details respecting celestial motions, for this

would—occupy all his time !

Whatever may be thought of Alpetragius in om- day, his

hypothesis was long regarded as an immense contribution,

* ' Itaque excitavlt me Deus omnipotens suo divino iufluxu ab alio quidcm non

tributo et experrectus sum a somno stupefaetionis, et illuminarit oculos cordis mei

ex perturbationis suis in eo quod uunquam ab aliquo cogitatum fuit, et ad id non

pervoni ex speculatione et discursu ingenii liumani, sed ex eo quod placuit Deo
ostendere sua miracula, et patefacere secretum oceultum in theorica suorum erbium

et notificaro veiitatem essentise eorum et rectitudiuem qiialitatis motiis.' Quoted

by Uelajibre : HM. de VAstron. aw Moyen Age.
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His book was translated by Michael Scott. It was largely

\ised by Albertus Magnus, Eoger Bacon, and Vincent of

Beauvais. In a treatise, written at the beginning of the

fourteenth century, Isaac Israeli, a Jew of Toledo, speaks of

it as the theory which agitated the whole world ; although,

he wisely adds, it was not worked out sufficiently to render

it worthy of discussion : the system of Ptolemy could not be

abandoned for an hypothesis which was not based on exact

calculations. Another Jew, Levi ben Gerson, thought it

worth while to refute Alpetragius, and to prove in detail how

l^reposterous were his notions. How far the wide dissemi-

nation of the hji^othesis, and the controversy it provoked,

may have i^rejjared the way for Copernicus, is an interesting

question.

To return to Abubacer, He is widely known in Europe

through his philosophical romance, PhilosopJms Autodidactus,

in which he endeavours to trace the development of an

intelligence unbiassed by society and its traditions and

l>rejudices. His hero, Hai, is boni on a desert island situated

beneath the equator. In lieu of human parents, his gene-

ration takes place through certain physical conditions ; which

did not appear so preposterous in the eyes of Abubacer's

contemporaries and successors as in the eyes of moderns;

spontaneous generation being an universally accepted hypo-

thesis in those days. Hai had a gazelle for his wet-nurse.

The different periods of his development are marked by the

successive advances which he makes in the comprehension

of things. From the simple knowledge of sensible things,

he gradually arrives at a conception of the world and its

physical laws. Later on he recognises the unity which

underlies variety. Things, though multiple in their accidents,

are one in essence. He thus arrives at the knowledge of

Matter and Forms. The first Form is Species. All bodies

are united by corporeity, i.e. the corporeal Form.

Contemplating Matter and Forms, he enters the spiritual

world. It is obvious that inferior objects are produced by

something. There must, therefore, be a Producer of Forms,
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since whatever is produced must have a producer. Directing

liis attention to the heavens, Hai sees a variety of celestial

bodies which cannot be infinite. The celestial spheres are

as one individual, and thus the whole universe is an entirety.

Is this entirety eternal ? Hai is unable to decide; but in-

clines to the belief that it is eternal. Be that as it may, he

recognises an agent which perpetuates the existence of the

world, and sets it in motion. This agent is neither a body

nor a faculty of a body ; it is the Form of the universe. All

beings are the work of this Supreme Being ; and our minds

contemplating the beauty of the work necessarily ascend to

its Ci-eator, his goodness and perfection. All Forms are in

hiui and issue from him ; so that there is in truth no other

Existence.

Hai now looks inwards. He finds that his intellect is

absolutely incorporeal, since it perceives things divested of

all quality—and this neither the senses nor the imagination

are capable of doing. Thei-ein lies the real essence of man,

that which is neither born nor dies. The intellect is troubled

by matter, and endeavours to disengage itself by giving to

the body only such care as is indispensable to existence. Its

beatitude and its pain are in a direct ratio to its union with

God, or its distance from him. By ecstasy man unites himself

with God. Then the universe appears to him only God,

whose light is shed over all, but manifests itself in greater

splendour in the purest beings. Multiplicity exists only for

the senses. It disappears before the intellect which has

disengaged itself from matter.

This romance acquii-ed immense popularity. It has been

translated into Latin, English, Dutch, and German,* and has

disseminated Alexandrian and Arabian ideas in obscure

quarters where otherwise they would never have penetrated.

* PococKK, in 1671, published the Arabic text with a Latin version : PAilusophiis

Antodidactus sive Epistola Abi Jaafur cln Tofail de Hai ebti YoJcdhan. It was

reprinted in 1700. There have been three English versions, the last by Ockley,

under Ibis title : Tlie Inqirovcmcnt of Human Reason, exhibited in ike Life ofHai Kbit

YokJlum, 1711. A German appeared in 1726: Der von sich selbst gelehrtc ll'elt-

weise; and another in 1783: Dir Natiii--Mensch, odcr Gischickte des Ha'i Ebn

Yohduii.
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§ VII. Algazzali.

We uow turu back to the eleventh century aprain.to bring

forward the name of an illustrious and independent thinker,

Algazzali, the ' Light of Islam,' the ' Pillar of the Mosque,'

who is Iruown under the names of Gazzali, Ghazail, Algazel,

and was at one time fixmiliar to Em-opean thuikers through

the attacks of his adversary Averroes*

Ah'azzali (Abou-'Hamed-Mo'hammed ibn Mo'hammed

Al-Ghazali) was born in the city of Tous A.D. 1058. His

father was a dealer in cotton-thread {(jazzul), from whence he

drew his name. Losing his father in early life, he was con-

fided to the care of a Soufi. The nearest approach to what is

meant by a Soufi is what we mean by Mystic. The influence

of this Soufi was great. No sooner had the youth finished

his studies, than he was appointed professor of theology at

Bagdad, where his eloquence achieved such splendid success

that all the Imams became his eager partisans. So great

was the admiration he inspired, that the Mussulmans some-

times said, ' If all Islam were destroyed, it would be but a

slight loss, provided Algazzfdi's work on the "Revivification

of the Sciences of Religion " were preserved.' This work,

probably owing to its originality, was never translated into

Latin during the Middle Ages, and remained a closed book to

all but Arabian scholars until M. Schmtilders published his

version. It bears so remarkable a resemblance to the Dig-

cours sur la Melhoih of Descartes, that had any translation

of it existed in the days of Descartes, eveiy one would have

cried out against the plagiarism.

Like Descartes, he begins with describing how ho had in

vain inten-ogated every sect for an answer to the mysterious

problems which ' disturbed hira with a sense of things un-

known ; ' and how he finally resolved to discard all authority,

* The most complete account of liis life will be found in Vox Hahmf.r : Kind !

Die heriihmte ethische Ahhundlung Gofali'a, Vienna, 1838. Mi'nk : Me/avifis, p. 366,

and ScHJioLDERS : Essai sur /is ICcohe philosophiijues chez les Arahcs, I'aris, 1842.

From my notice of this last-named work, in the Edinburr/h Ilcvicw, April 1847, I

hive incorporated some passages in the ensuing pages.



ALGAZZALI. 51

and detach himself from the opinions which had been

instilled into him durinjr the unsuspecting jears of childhood.

' I said to myself,' he proceeds, ' My aim is simply to know
the truth of things ; consequently it is indispensable for me
to ascertain what is hwwledge. Now, it was evident to me
that certain knowledge must be that which explains the object

to be known in such a manner that no doubt can remain, so

that in future all error and conjecture respecting it must be

impossible. Not only would the understanding then need no

eflForts to be convinced of certitude, but security against error

is in such close connection with knowledge, that even were an

apparent proof of its falsehood to be brought forward it would

cause no doubt, because no suspicion of error would be pos-

sible. Thus, when I have acknowledged ten to be more than

three, if any one were to say, " On the contrary, three is more

than ten; and to prove the truth ofmy assertion, I will change

this rod into a sei-pent ;
" and if he were to change it, my

conviction of his error would remain unshaken. His ma-

noeuvre would onlj- produce in me admiration for his ability.

I should not doubt my own knowledge.

' Then was I convinced that knowledge which I did not

possess in this manner, and respecting which I had not this

certainty, could inspire me with neither confidence nor

assurance; and no knowledge without assurance deserves

the name of knowledge.

* Having examined the state of my own knowledge, I found

it divested of all that could be said to have these qualities,

unless perceptions of the senses and irrefragable principles

were to be considered such. I then said to myself, Now
having fallen int6 this despair, the only hope remaining of

acquiring incontestable convictions is by the perception of the

senses and by necessary truths. Their evidence seemed to

me indubitable. I began however to examine the objects of

sensation and speculation, to see if they could possibly admit

of doubt. Then doubts crowded upon me in such numbers

that ni}' incertitude became complete. Whence results the

confidence I have in sensible things? The strongest of all
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our senses is siglit ; and yet, looking at a sliadow and per-

ceiving it to be fixed and immovable, we judge it to be

deprived of uiovement ; nevertheless experience teaches us

that, when we return to the same place an hour after, the

shadow is displaced ; for it does not vanish suddenly, but

gradually, little by little, so as never to be at rest. If we

look at the stars, they seem as small as money pieces ; but

mathematical proofs convince us they are larger than the

earth. These and other things are judged by the senses,

but rejected by reason as false. I abandoned the senses,

therefore, having seen all my confidence in their truth

shaken.

'Perhaps, said I, there is no assurance but in the notions

of Reason : that is to say, first principles, e.g. ten is more

than three; the same thing cannot have been created and

yet have existed from all eternity ; to exist and not to exist

at the same time is impossible.

' Upon this the senses replied : What assurance have you

that your confidence in Rrason is not of the same nature as

your confidence in us ? When you relied on us, Reason

stepped in and gave us the lie ; had not Reason been there

you would have continued to rely on us. Well, may there

not exist some other judge superior to Reason, who, if he

appeared, would refute the judgments of Reason in the same

way that Reason refuted us ? The non-appearance of such a

judge is no proof of his non-existence.'

These sceptical arguments Algazzali borrowed from the

Grecian sceptics, and having borrowed them, he likewise

borrowed from Grecian mystics, of the Alexandrian school,

the means of escape from scepticism. He looked upon life

as a dream.

' I strove in vain to answer the objections. And my diffi-

culties increased when I came to reflect upon sleep. I said

to myself. During sleep you give to visions a reality and con-

sistence, and you have no suspicion of their untruth. On
awakening you are made aware that they were nothing but

visions. What assurance have you that all you feel and
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know wlion awake does actuall}'^ exist ? It is all true as

I'espects youi- condition at that moment ; but it is neverthe-

less possible that another condition should present itself

which should be to your awakened state that which j^our

awakened state now is to your sleep ; so that in respect to

this higher condition your waking is but sleep.'

If such a superior condition be granted, Algazzali asks

whether we can ever attain to participation in it. He sus-

pects that the Ecstasy described b}' the Soufis must be the

very condition. But he finds himself philosophically unable

to escape the consequences of scepticism : the sceptical argu-

ments could only be refuted by demonsti-ations. But demon-

strations themselves must be founded on first principles ; if

they are uncertain, no demonstration can be certain.

' I was thus forced to return to the admission of intel-

lectual notions as the basis of all certitude. This however

was not by systematic reasoning and accumulation of proofs,

but by a flash of liyht which God sent into my soul. For who-

ever imagines that truth can only be rendered evident by proffs,

places narrow limits to the wide compassion of the Creator.'

Thus we see Algazzali eluding scepticism just as the

Alexandrians eluded it, taking refuge in faith. He then

cast bis eyes on the various sects of the faithful, whom he

ranged under four classes.

I. The Dogmatists: those who ground their doctrine wholly

uix)n reason.

II. The Bastinis, or Allegorists : those who receive their

doctrine from au Imam, and believe themselves sole possessors

of truth.

III. The Philosophers : those who call themselves masters

of Logic and Demonstration.

rV. The Soufis : those who claim an immediate intuition,

by which they perceive the real manifestations of truth as

ordinary men perceive material plienomena.

These schools he resolved thoroughly to question. In the

writings of the Dogmatists he acknowledged that their aim

was realized— but their aim was not his aim :
—

' Their aim,'
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lie savs, ' is the preservation of the Faith from the alterations

introduced by heretics.' But his object was philosophical,

not theological ; so he turned from the Dogmatists to the

Philosophers, studying their works with intense ardour,

convinced that lie could not refute them until he had

thoroughly understood them. He did refute them, entirely to

his satisfaction ;
* and having done so, turned to the Soufis,

in whose writings he found a doctrine which required the

union of action with speculation, in which virtue was a guide

to knowledge. The aim of the S<mfis was to free the mind

from earthly considerations, to purify it from all passions, to

leave it only God as an object of meditation. The highest

truths were not to be reached by gtudy, but by iransport—by

a transformation of the soul during ecstasy. There is the

same difference between tliis higher order of truth and ordi-

nary' science, as between being healthy and knowing the de-

finition of health. To reach this state it was necessary first

to purify the soul from all earthly desires, to extirpate from

it all attachment to the world, and humbly direct the thoughts

to our eternal home.
' Reflecting on my situation, 1 found myself bound to this

world by a thousand ties, temptations assailing me on all

sides. I then examined my actions. The best were those

relating to instruction and education ; and even there I saw

myself given up to unimportant sciences, all useless in

another world. Reflecting on the aim of my teaching, I

found it was not pure in the sight of the Lord. I saw that

all my efforts were directed towards the acquisition of glory

to myself.'

Thus did Philosophy lead him to a speculative Asceticism,

which, calamity was shortly afterwards to transform into

practical Asceticism. One day, as he was about to lecture

to a throng of admiring auditors, his tongue refused utter-

ance : he was dumb. This seemed to him a visitation of

• In the ninth volume of the works of Avkuboes there is a treatise by
AluazzIli, Destructio Philosophorum, which contains his refutation of the philo-

sophical schools.
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God, a rebuke to his vanity, which deeply afflicted hiui. He
lost his ajjjjetite ; he was fast sinking ; physicians declared

his recovery hopeless, unless he could shake off the sadness

which depressed him. He sought refuge in contemplation of

the Deity.

' Having distributed my wealth, I left Bagdad and retired

into Syria, where I remained two years in solitary struggle

with my soul, combating my passions and exercising myself

iu the jjurification of my heart, and in preparation for the

other. world.'

He visited Jeimsalem, and made a pilgrimage to Mecca,

but at length returned to Bagdad, urged thereto by ' private

affairs ' and the requests of his children, as he says, but more

probably urged thereto by his sense of failure, for he confesses

not to have reached the ecstatic stage. Occasional glimpses

were all he could attain, isolated moments of exaltation

passing quickly away.

' Nevertheless I did not despair of finally attaining this

state. Every time that any accident turned me from it, I

endeavoured quickly to re-enter it. In this condition I re-

mained ten years. In my solitude there were revelations

made to me which it is impossible for me to describe, or

even indicate. Enough if, for the reader's i)rofit, I declare

that the conviction was forced upon me that the Sou (is

indubitably walked in the true paths of salvation. Their

way of life is the most beautiful, and their morals the purest

that can be conceived.'

The first condition of Soufi purification is, that the novice

purge his heart of all that is not God. Prayers are the

means. The object is absorption in the Deitif.

' From the very first, Soufis have such astonishing revela-

tions that they are enabled, while waking, to see visions of

angels and the souls of the prophets ; they hear their voices,

and receive their favours. Afterwards a transport exalts

them beyond the mere perception of forms, to a degree

which exceeds all expression, and concerning which we
cannot speak wilhout employing language that would sound
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blaspliemous. In fact, some have gone so far as to imagine

tliemselves to be amalgamated with God, others identified

with him, and others to be assoeiated with hiui. AH these

are sinful.'

Algazzali refuses to enter more minntely into this subject;

he contents himself with the assertion that whoso knows nt)t

Ecstasy knows prophetism only by name. And what is

Prophetism '? The fourth stage in intellectual development.

The first, or infantile st^ige, is that of pui'e Sensation ; the

second, which begins at the age of seven, is that of Under-

standing ; the third is Reason, by means of which the intel-

lect perceives the necessary, the possible, the absolute, and

all those higher objects which transcend the understanding.*

After this comes the fourth stage, when another eye is opened

by which man perceives things hidden from others—perceives

all that will be— perceives things that escape the perceptions

of Reason, as the objects of Reason escajjc the Understanding,

and as the objects of Understanding escape the sensitive

faculty. This is Prophetism. AJgazzaJi undertakes to prove

the existence of this faculty :

' Doubts respecting Prophetism must refer either to its

possibility or its reality. To prove its possibility it is only

necessary to prove that it belongs to the category of objects

which cannot be regarded as the products of intelligence :

such, for example, as Astronomy or Medicine. For whoso

studies these sciences is aware that they cannot be compre-

hended except by Divine inspiration, with the assistance of

God, and not by experience. Since there are a.stronomical

indications which appear only once in a thousand years, how
could they be known by experience ? t From this argument it

is evident that it is very possible to perceive things which the

intellect cannot conceive. And this is precisely one of the

properties of Prophetism which has a mj'riad other proper-

ties; but these are only perceptible during Ecstasy by those

who had the life of the Soufis.'

» Kant's three psychologicil elements, Sinnlichkeit, Verslntjd, Vernunft.

t O saneta simplioitiis !
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Algazzali wrote a special treatise against the philosophers,

ill which he arraiy;ns them under twenty heads, the most
interesting to us being that of causality. ' En sonime,' says

M. Munk, ' tout le raisonnement d'Al-Gazali peut se ramener

a ces deux propositions :— 1° Lorsque deux circonstances ex-

istent toujours siuiultanenient, rien ne prouve que riinc soit

la cause de I'autre : ainsi par exemple, un aveugle-ne a qui

on aurait donne la vue pendant le jour et qui n'aurait

jamais entendu parler du jour ni de la nuit, s'imaginerait

qu'il voit par Taction des couleurs qui se presentent a lui, et

ne tiendrait pas compte de la lumiere du soleil par laquelle

les couleurs font impi'ession sur ses j'eux. 2° Quand memo on

admettrait Taction de certaines causes par ime loi de la nature,

il ne s'ensuit nullemcnt que Teff'et, merae dans les circonstances

analogues et sur des objets analogues, soit toujours le meme

;

ainsi le coton peut, sans cesser d'etre le coton, prendre (par la

volonte de Dieu) quolque qualite qui empeclie Taction du feu,

comrae on voit des hommes, au moyen d'emplatres faits avec

une certaine herbe, se rendre incombustiblcs. En un mot, ce

que les philosophes appellent la loi de la nature, ou le principe

de causalite, est une chose qui arrive habiUiAlement, parce que

Dieu le veut, et nous Tadmettous comme certain parce que

Dieu, sachant dans sa prescience que les choses scront pi-esque

toujours ainsi, nous en a donne la conscience. Mais il n'y a

pas de loi immuable de la nature qui enchaine la volonte du

Createur.'*

I have given these arguments against causaJity partly to

exhibit the style of thought which was considered powerful

in those days, and partly to add one more to the many
illustrations of historical misapprehension which the care-

lessness of writers propagates. Having read what Algazzali

taught, the i-eader will be somewhat amazed to find M. Renan

saying of it :
' Hume n'a rien dit de plus.'f

The influence of Algazzali on Europe was null, but on the

East it was immense ; as M. Munk says, it struck a blow at

philosophy ' dont elle ne put plus se relever, et ce fut en

* Mi'NK ; MHange, p. 379. t Kknan ; Avcrroiis, p. 7-1.



58 ARARIAN nilLOSOniV.

Espag'ne qii'ellc travei-sa encore nn siocle tie gloire et trouva

un ardent defenseur dans le celebre Ibn-Rosclid.' To liim

we now pass.

§ VIII. AVERKOE.S.

Averroes (Abonhvalid Mo'hannned ibn Alinied ibn Mo'-

liammed ibu-Roscbd) was born at Cordova about 1120.

His family belonged to the most eon.siderable in Andalusia,

high in office, high in esteem. He was greatly befriended

by Abubacer, and was intimate with the family of Avenzoar,

his colleague at the court of Yousouf, during whose reign

he continued in high favour and was employed in various

important offices, so that his works were written amid

continual interruptions. This favour seems to have been

increased under Yousouf's successor, Yacoub Almansour, who

was fond of discussing scientific and philosophic questions

with him. Indeed Averroes occasionally so far forgot

etiquette as to address his sovereign thus :
* Listen, O my

brother! ' Such intimacy natui*ally excited the jealousy of

those less favoured, and perhaps by their machinations, or

perhaps from some imprudence on liis part, he suddenly fell

into disgrace. Tlie pretext was his heterodoxy. He was

banished from Cordova, and his works were condemned to

the flames—an exception being made in favour of the works

on medicine, arithmetic, and elementary astronomy.

Almansour issued an edict declaring that God had

ordained hell-fire for those who impiously asserted truth to

be given by Reason alone. From such a sovereign such a

declaration must be attributed to the kind of coercion exer-

cised by priests over all but the most self-willed rulers. At
any rate, the disgrace of Averroes was only temporary. The
edict was rescinded, and Averroes recalled. But the end was

near. He died at Morocco in 1198.

His disgrace and the accusations of heterodoxy greatly oc-

cupied the attention of contemporaries. Arabian Philosophy,

introduced under Hakem in the tenth century, and cultivated

with so much zeal, now began to struggle for existence

against the religious fanaticism which was finally to suppress
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it. Tlie eternal contest between Reason and Faith, between

free thought and despotic ignorance, had been gi-owing

fiercer every year ; even Algazzali had thrown himself by

a flank movement against philosophj-. The priestly party

became strong enough to enforce its views even on sceptical

Emirs, especially in times of political trouble, when the

support of the ignorant multitude became of consequence.

In Spain, as elsewhere, the mass of men cherish an instinctive

dislike to philosophers, partly because early taught to dread

Inquiry as inimical to Religion, and partly because the

implied equality which exists between members of a church,

where all alike share the blessings and the glory of illumina-

tion, is, in the presence of philosophers, rudely set aside, and

rei)laced by an iiTCsistibie sense of inequality. The creed of

the Bishop is the creed of the gi-ocer. But the philosophy

of that grocer is in no sense the philosophy of a Professor.

Therefore it is that the Bishop will be revered where the

Professor will be stoned. Intellect is that which man claims

as specially his own ; it is the one limiting distinction ; and

thus the multitude, so tolerant of the claims of an a: istocracy

of birth or of wealth, is uneasy under the claims of an

aristocracy of intelligence.

The term philosophy is used by Mohammedans of our day

as synonymoiis with infidelity, imijiet}-, immorality. Nay,

one finds this interpretation not altogether unknowai in

Europe, and that, too, in circles claiming a high degree of

culture. In Spain, during the twelfth century, this inter-

pretation became general. ' A theological reaction,' says

M. Renan, ' analogous to that which in the Latin Church

followed the Council of Trent, undertook to recover its

ground by violence. Islamism, like all religions, has gone

on strengthening itself and obtaining a more absolute faith

from its adepts. The greater part of Mahomet's companions

hardly believed in his supernatural mission ; incredulity was

rife during the first six centuries ; but since then there has

not been a doubt, not a protest. That has come to pass in

Islamism and in Catholicism in Spain which would have
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come to pass tall over Europe if the religious movement at

the close of the sixteenth and beginning of the seventeenth

centuries had succeeded in arresting rational development.'

Aristotle became infannms in Islam ; all the philosophers

were proscribed, and their works destroyed. Hence it was

that Averroes, who during four centuries was venerated by

Jews, and highly esteemed by Christians, Las left scarcely

any trace on the minds of Arabs. Hence also the great

rarity of his works in the original ; while Hebrew and Latin

versions abound in all great collections of manuscripts. The
published Latin versions are very numerous. From 14h0

to 1580, Renau tells us, scarcely a year elapsed without

some new edition appearing. In Venice alone more than

fifty editions were published, of which fourteen or fifteen are

more or less complete.*

The claims of Averroes to European admiration were as

a physician and a commentator on Aristotle. In the former

character he was surpa.ssed by Avicenna. Indeed we have

only to learn that he followed Ari.stotle's teaching in prefer-

ence to that of (Jalen, whenever the two were at variance,

to indicate the slight reliance which can be placed on his

medical knowledge. As a commentator he was unrivalled

;

and for a considerable jwriod Philosophy in Spain and

among the schoolmen may be defined thus : ' Nature inter-

preted b}' Aristotle, Aristotle interpreted by Averroes.'

The superstitious servility with which he accepted the

dicta of the Stagj-rite is indicated in the declaration that

' Aristotle initiated and perfected all the sciences, no writer

before him being worthy of mention, no writer after him
having, in the course of fifteen centuries, added anything of

importance or detected any serious error.' Yet it is unani-

mously affirmed by modern scholars that Averroes, and the

Arabian commentators generally, are far from faithful inter-

preters of Aristotle. They attach themselves in preference

• The cditio princcps appeared at Padua in 1472. Towards the close of Iho

16lh century the reprints became rarer; only a few of the medical works appeared.
In the 17th century the dust began to settle on those once famous folios, ipjm
which it is never likely to be shaken.
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to certain ideas obscurely indicated by tlie StayyriLe, and

give these an undue prominence.

In three different works AveiToes presented his master.

1. The Great Commentary, which gives each paragraph of

the text, and interprets it sentence by sentence, introducing

theoretical discussions as digressions. This form of com-

mentary is peculiar to Aviecnna, who borrowed it from that

adopted in regard to the Koi'an. 2. The Middle Commentary,

which merely cites the first words of the original paragraphs,

and then weaves together text and interjjretation after the

manner of Avicenna—a form subsequently adopted byAlbertus

Magnus. 3. The Third Commentary is simply one of para-

phrase and analysis, in which Averroes expounds the opinions

of Aristotle as delivered in various treatises.

Error is long-lived. Averroes having once been named
as tiie first who translated Aristotle from the Greek into

Arabic, the statemt'nt has become stereotyped ;* but there

are three reasons against it. 1. Neither Averroes, nor any

other Mohammedan in Spain, could read Greek.f 2. Ai-abic

translations of Aristotle existed three centuries before the

time ofAverroes. 3. The Arabic versions of Greek writers were

never made direct from the Greek, but from Syriac version?.

The barbarous jargon which the Enn)pean schools had to

master, when they opened the Latin vei'sions of Averroes,

may be imagined when it is known that these wei-e Latin

translations frum a Hebrew version of an Arabic commentary

on an Ai-abic translation of a Syriac version of a Greek

text.

Averroes, like all the schoolmen and Arabians, exerted his

ingenuity in discussing Matter and Form, substance and

accident, virtual and actual, intellect and agent, but he added

nothing to what was known in his day, although as the last

* MuNK and Rknax name some of the iinsnspecting repeaters of this ti'adition :

NiPHUs, Patuizzio, Mahc Oduo, BiirvEuiN, SiGoNro, Tomasixi, Gassfxdi, Ldn-

GVERUE, MoREEi, D'Herbelot, Casiri, Buiii.k, IIaiu.es, Rossi, Middeldorpf,

Tesnemann, Degeraxiki, Jocrdain, and the Cunversafiovs-Lcxicav.

+ The ignoranee of Arerroes is pointedly shown Ijy Ludovicus Vives ; Opira, i.

141. Bale, loi>o.
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of the Aral)S lie had the repiitation which often fulls upon

those who inherit what others invent. He exercised an

important iuflnence on the mind of Europe—especially on the

development of that spirit of inquiry which AlgazzfiU had

endeavoured successfully to discredit in the East, and which

the Church was crushing in the West. The instinct of

Theology early detected whither he tended ; and Averroisra

became, as in later j'ears Spinozism became, a synonym of

infidelity. There are indeed several passages in which

Averroes is explicit. I quote one given by Munlc from the

Hebrew version of the Commentary—a passage suppressed in

the Latin version. ' The religion peculiar to phiIoso[)her8 is

the study of that which is ; for no sublimer woisliip can be

given to God than tlie knowledge of his works, which leads

to the knowledge of him in his reality. That is the noblest

action in his ej'es ; the vilest is taxing as en*or and vain pre-

sumption the effort of those who practise this worship, and

who in this religion have the purest of religions.' No won-

der such a passage was suppressed ! Here is another, which

was not suppressed :
' Among dangerous fictions we must

count those which tend to regard virtue only as a means of

aiTiving at happiness. This nullifies virtue ; since the

abstaining from vice is in the hope of being repaid with

usury. The bnive man will only seek death in order to

escape a greater evil. The just man will respect the property

of another only to acquire more.' And alluding to the myths

respecting a future world, he sa^'s : ' These fables only serve

to falsify the minds of the people, especially of children,

without producing any real amelioration. I know men per-

fectly moral who reject all such fictions, and who are quite

as virtuous as those who accept them.'

§ IX. AviCEBEON.

One of the ^vritel•s who exercised most influence over the

Christian thinkers of the thirteenth century was the author

of the Fons Vila; known by the name of Avicebron, and
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believed to be one of the Arabian philosophers, but now,

thanks to the researches of M. Mnnk, proved to have been

the renowned Jew, Ibn-Gebirol. He was contemporary with

Avicenna, but his philc^sophical work seems to have been en-

tirely neglected both by Arabs and Jews, and to have found

its public among the Christians, who studied it so eagerly

that the learned Jourdain declares a true knowledge of that

period to be impossible to those unacquainted with the Fans

Vita'.* The translation and analysis of this work given by

M. Munk render it accessible to all.

The part played by the Jews as physicians,! merchants,

bankers, has often been appreciated. The part played by

them as thmkers is less frequently mentioned. Yet it has

been considerable. Not to name their great monotheistic

contribution, let us only jiause for a moment on the throe great

names of Philo, Ibn-Ciebirol, and Spinoza, all three departing

from the doctrines taught in the Synagogue, all three

teaching a doctrine j^rofoundly opposed to Christianity, yet

all three promulgating ideas that had an irresistible fas-

cination overpowering even the repulsion their heterodoxy

excited. Confining ourselves to the more special topic now
before us— the Jews must be regarded as the chief instruments

whereby the Arabian philosophy was made effective on Euro-

pean culture. Even in Spain the Jews were the chief students

of this philosophy. ' Dans le monde musulman comnie dans

le monde chretien,' says M. Munk, ' les Juifs, exclus de la vie

publique, voues a la haine et au mepris par la religion domi-

nante, toujours en presence des dangers dont les mena9ait le

fauatisme de la foide, ne trouvaient la tranquillite et le bon-

heur que dans un isolement complet. Ignores de la societe,

les savants juifs vouaient aux sciences un culte desinteresse.'

And as translattirs and transmitters of the Arabian culture

they had varied opportunities. Hated and persecuted though

they were, the ability and perseverance of the Jews made

* JouKDAiN : Rvcherchea sur les traductions laiines cVAristote, p. 197.

t Consult Cakmoly; Hist, dcs Midecins juifs, micicns et modirncs, Bruxelles,

1841.
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them everywliore necessary to princes and nobles. The com-

mon people, feeling no need of culture, and having no chance

of borrowing money, indulged in unrestrained religious

hatred ; but the great pledged their estates to Hebrew money-

lenders, and submitted their bodies to Hebrew physicians,

while the learned, unsuspectingly, submitted their minds to

Hebrew thinkers and transhitors. The facility with which

the Jews mastered languages made them ready interpreters

between Mussulman and Christian. It was through their

translations, and through their original thinkers, such as

Avicebron (Ibn-Gebirol) and Moses Maimonides, that the

West became leavened with Greek and Oriental thought.*

The student who is tempted to open the Fons Vitw, or to

read M. Muiik's analysis of it, will be struck with the 'fami-

liar faces' of speculations which he has attributed to modern

Germans, together with speculations of the Platonic and

Peripatetic schools. I cajinot afford the space necessary to

any exposition of them.

In reviewing the labours of the Arabians we are struck

with the facts that they were all men of high family, hold-

ing important positions; they were all surprisingly volu-

minous ; they were all Aristotelians ; they were all given

more or less to science, especially to Medicine. Never-

theless, in spite of their advantage of position, in spite of

their ardour, they left Science very much as they found it,

and cannot be said to have advanced Philosophy. No ger-

minal discoveries in Science are due to thon. They improved

* M. MiXK is guiltyof a strange oversiglit in Haying that llif scholastic dispute of

Nominalism and Kcalism spranc from Araliian Aristotclianism (Mltanyes,^. 33.')),

for although it is perfectly true that-AuiKBTus Maonus and TuoMis Aquinas

stuiIicKl Aristotle in I/Utin verfcions made from Hebrew versions, it is no less true

—

as wc have seen—that the scholastic quarrel began long before Arabian com-

mentators were heard of. M. Jovhiiain (Itrcl.trc/ns, p. 210), and M. Rknam
{Avirro'es, p. 17.5) fissure us that there is no citation of any Arabian writer by the

scholastics before the beginning of the 13lh century. It is true that towards tho

middle of the 12th century Gosdisalti and others had translated certain writings,

but they attnicted no attention from nominalists or realists. In the lltb century

the dispute had alreatly develoijcd all its Iciding characters.
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instruments ; tliey collected facts ; they kept alive tlie sacred

fire. But their labours were frustrated by their Method ; and

the onl}' advanta<jes the world received from them, were the

preservation of what Grecian thoiiyht had achieved ; and

the scepticism which they impressed on Eui'opean thought.

All the patronage of Emirs and Caliphs, all the efforts of

philosophers, passed away without founding any large basis

on which succeeding generations could build. In astronomy,

in chemistry, in medicine, the Arabs made some subordinate

improvements, largely enriching the stoi'e of observed facts,

but they discoA'ered no laws, tliej' originated none of the

germinal conceptions wliich act as impulses and regulators to

research. The successors of the great Hipparchus had fatally

neglected Observation ; and the science he created languished,

in consequence. The Arabs, according to Delambre,* devoted

their attention chiefly to Observation; and their failure is

one among the many notable examples of the impotence of

Observation, when undirected by a true Method, which should,

teach what is to be observed, and how to observe it. They

had adopted the Mathematics of the Alexandrians ; but un-

happily they had also adopted the Metaphysics of the Alex-

andrians and the Astrology of the Chaldeans. Hence it was

to such problems as the influences of the stars on the destinies

of men, that they applied the glorious instrument of Trigo-

nometrj'^ which had rendered Astronomy possible as a science.

Moreover their superstitious revei'ence for Greek theories

made jirogress impossible.

This did not thwart their influence on Europe. There

are wi-iters who question that influence, and who attirm

that the Revival of Learning would have broiight the Greek

thinkers into the course of European evolution disengaged

from the Arabian misapprehensions. But it seems to me
that the intellectual condition of Europe at the close of the

* Delamiire: Astronomic die inoi/cn age, xx\ix. 'lis eUient dovonus posse.s-

Beurs tie tons les icrhs dcs Grecs, il ^tait assez naturel qu'ils voulussent recon-

naltre par eux-memes I'exaetitucle de ees t;iblfs qui devaient servir a tous leurs

calcnls astronomiques et astrologiqucs.'

VOIi. II. F
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twolftli ceuturj' was fast relapsing under a despotism wliioh

would Lave prevented the influence of Greek thought from

taking effect, unless some other concurrent causes had been

at work. It is quite true that the authority of Aristotle was

never wholly lost, even during the darkest of the dark ages.

It is true .that a tradition of ancient glory survived, though

the light itself was nearly extinct. But we must guard

against exaggeration on this subject. It is misleading to

assert, without qualification, that culture was never entirely

lost, because a few monasteries jtreserved a few works of

Greek and Latin writers which no one read. M. Jourdain

says that throughout the Middle Ages Seneca's Natural

Questions, Lucretius,* the philosophic works of Cicero,

Apuleius, Cassiodorus, and Boethius w«re read. What then?

Do these represent ancient culture? and were even these

works api)reciated?t The slight tincture of ancient learning

which was preserved, had no chance against the massive

ignorance of the clergy.

With respect to Aristotle, the discussions as to whether

his writings were, or were not, made known to Europe through

the Arabs may be considered finally settled by M. Jourdain.

As a logician he was known ; but not until the beginning of

the thirteenth century, when his metaphysical and scientific

works had been introduced by the Arabs, did he become prin-

cips 2>hiloKophonim, and estimated more tlian as a logician.

Besides the introduction of Aristotle, there was an agitating

scepticism stimulated by the works of the Arabs, indirectly

through their instigations to positive research, directly through

the suggestion that all religions have a similar basis : so far

from one alone possessing a divine origin, every other being

* I qnostion wlictluT LucBKTirs was much road before the Renaisiiance : his

opinions must have been too offensive. I cannot find any evidence of his having
been rend. In Ai.criN's poem (fjuoted by IIkkhkn, Gefc/i.d. ctass. Lift. i. 132-3),
wliere the authors then noted are named, Lucretius does not appear. In tlio

Bobbio Catalogue his name occurs among the classic writers; but this is the only
trace I have been able to find.

t Compare EiciiKOUs : Atlgetneine Gesehlchte dcr Cultur, II. .'il, .58: also the
lIMoire li/teroire tic la France, VL 6. Wharton: HUI. of Englinh Puilri/, 1.

Diss. 2. Eemisat : St. AnscUe d. Cunturhiry, p. 90.
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the i^roduct of error and imposture, all are but the efforts of

the human mind to solve the great mystery ; and if one solu-

tion be more acceptable than another, it must reconcile its

pretensions with human Eeason. This idea, hazily present

to the minds of several thinkers in earlier days, has of late

years been rapidly growing into clearness and the authority of

clearness. It could not have emerged unless there had been

intimate or protracted communion between Christians, Jews,

and Mohammedans. So long as nations were kept apart tbey

naturally regarded each other's religion as a mass of absurd

superstitions ; no sooner was there an intellectual fusion than

the agreement in ideas and sentiments, and the similarity in

pretensions, became obvious to many sagacious intellects. It

was in vain that orthodox Christians undertook to refute

Judaism and Islamism : their very refutations were promul-

gations of the ideas attacked ; they disjjlaced the vain no-

tions which had been held in horror or contempt, by definite

notions which were not always seen to be so erroneous as the

refuter affirmed. This is indeed the strategical mistake of

all polemical Theology. Silence is the strongest fortress.

When Theology attempts an answer, it appeals to Reason, and

that appeal is often fatal to Faith. Theology is not founded

upon Reason, and should seek no support in demonstration.

There had been scepticism before the thirteenth century,

but no real incredulity ; this doctrine, and that doctrine, had

been disputed, rejected; but the foundation of Christian

doctrine had never been touched. It was the foundation

which was reached when the idea was reached that all

religions have a common ground. This was in the thu'teeuth

century, and may be traced to Arabian influence. The con-

ception of Mahomet as a prophet and founder of a mono-

theistic creed, led to the conclusion that there were three

religions founded on analogous principles, and all thi-ee

mingled with fables. It was this which originated the myth

of the work De tribus Impostcrihus.*

* Eknan: ^i'crroes, p. 224. ' C'est ici I'idt'e incredule par oxccUenee ; comrae

toutes les id^es nouvelles, elle con-'spoudit u un agrandissement de la connais-

F 2
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The introduction of Arabian writin^^s cliviJos the history of

the Middle Ages into two markedly distinct epochs. In the

first epoch Philosophy was not only servile to the Church, it

was without materials, and without a Method. It lived upon

the scanty remains of ancient learning, such as were contained

in the compilations of Martianus Capella, Bede, and Isidore

of Seville. In the second epoch a vast accession of material,

in the works of Aristotle and the Alexandrians conunentcd

by the Arabians, prepared the way for the positive Method.

Before glancing at this second epoch, it will be well if wo

open Isidore of Seville's Encyclopiedia, the Etymologiarum

libn XX., as an index of the culture of ages when abridgments

replaced research, and when the explanation of terms was held

to be knowledge. For several centuries this was the text-book

;

and the reader, on learning the nature of its contents, will

diiubtless share the surprise I felt on first becoming ac-

quainted with it, in my eagerness to gain some definite idea

of the cult\n"e of those times.

The first book is on CJrannnar. In thirty-nine chapters

Isidore skims over this great topic, which in those days had

supreme importance, and not a single observation of the

slightest value escapes him. He is content to give a verbal

explanation of grammatical terms without one philosophical

rule. Four chajiters on Fable and History succeed. As sam-

ples of his treatment of these subjects, I quote two of these

chapters below.* No amount of description will convey a

better idea of the work.

since do ranivors. . . . Quel i1>moleinont pour les conncionocs, \o jour ou Wm
8'aper^oit qu'cn drhora dc l.i religion que Ton profes8i>, il en est d'autres qui lie sunt

pas entitTt-mcnt deiiueus de rai.son !
' Amon;; literary curiosities this (imaginary)

work />f /riitt« /OTy)o»/</r(7>(/« is certainly one of the most instnictive. Its aiithor-

unip has bepn confidently assigned to various writers, including the sceptical

emperor Frederick II. Its abominable doctrines have elicited eloquent refutations

and indignant prcjtists. And now the proof i» overwhelming that there never was
such a work at all.

• Cap. xli. Ite Hisloria. Ilistoria est narratio rei gcstie, per quam ca, qu;e in

pr.eterito facta sunt, dignoscuntur. Dicta autem grace historia iiri tuH l(rTopf7y,

id est a cUlcre vc\ rognosctre. Apud veteres enim nemo cons-cribebat historian)

nisi is qui interfuisser, ct ea,quiccon8cribendaessent, vidisset. Melius enim oculis

qu» liunt deprehendimus quam qua: auditioue coUegimus. Quie enim vidcntur
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The second book, consisting of tliirfcj'-one brief chapters,

treats of Rhetoric and Dialectics in the same meagre style.

The third book, of seventy-one chapters, expounds the four

mathematical sciences then studied. Arithmetic, Geometry,

Music, and Astronomy. They will be opened with some
eagerness by the student anxious to learn what was known
and thought on these subjects; but a few pages will allay

that eagerness. True to the principle of giving verbal

explanations of the various terms current in these sciences,

the worthy Bishop never deviates into philosophy, except in

such passages as that on the power of music,* or the brief

yet interesting remarks on Astrology as superstitious.f How
completely the magnificent labours of Hipparohus and

Ptolemy had vanished from the scene, how utterly their

results and methods had passed away, may be estimated on

finding Isidore, in his chapter on the size of the sun and

the moon, unable to give more precise information than that

the sun is larger than the earth, and the moon less than the

sun.

The fourth book is on Medicine, and consists of thirteen

chapters of etymology. The fifth book, strangely enough,

combines Legislation and Chronology ! The sixth treats of

Scripture canons, of Libraries, of Books, Bookbinding,

sine mcndacio proferuiitur. II;w disci[jliiia ad f;rammatic;»m pcrtinet : quia qiiij-

quid dignum memoria est, literis maudatur. Historia; auteni idoo monumciita

dicuDtur, quod memoriam tribuunt rerum gestaruni. Scries autem dicta per traus-

lationem a sertis florum, iilTicem comprehensorum.

Cap. xliii. Dc ulilUatc Historia. Historiae gentium, non impcdiunt legeiiti'S

in iis, quae utilia dixerunt. Multi enim sapientes prseterita hominum gest.a ad

instituHonem pnesentium historiis indidenmt. Siquidem et per historian! sumnia

retro temporum annoruraque supputatio comprohenditur : et ea per eousuluni re-

gumque successuni multa necessaria perscrutautur.— Opera, ed. Aeetali, Rome,

1795, 7 vols. 4to., iii. 73.

* Op. cit. p. 133.

f Cap. xxvii. De differentia Astronomim et Aslroloffice. Inter astronomiatn auteni

et astrologiam aliquid differt. Nam astronomia conversionem cceli, ortus, abitu.s,

niotusque siderum continet, vel qua ex causa ita vocentur. Astro'ogia vero partim

naturalis partim superstitiosa est. Naiuralis, dum exequitur solis et lunae eursus,

vel stellarum certasque temporum stationes. Superstitiosa vero est ilia quam
matheraatici sequmitur qui in stellis augurantur, q.iique etiam duodecim sigua per

singula animae vel corporis membra disponunt, siderumque cursu nativitatcs

hominum et mores pra'licerc coiiantui-.—P. 1 14.
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Writiii<T niateriiils, ami tlic detormination of Easter. The

seventh of God, Angels, Prophets, and Monks. The eighth

of the Jews and their sects—among -whicli there is a piquant

mention of the heretics named Hemcrobaptistir, who cariied

the notion of cleanliness being akin to godliness to the

absurd length of washing their clothes and bodies daily !

*

The list of Christian htMvtios, which succeeds, is interesting

from the minuteness of the enumeration, though nothing

can be more meagre than the indication of their opinions.

The nintli book treats of Languages, the Names of

nations, and of Civil and Military Titles. The tenth is an

alphabetical array of etymologies, absurd enough. The

eleventh treats of Man and Portents in four brief chapters,

wherein we are told that Homo is the name given to man
' quia ex humo factus est;' and his body is called corpus

' quod corniptum perit.' Then follows an explanation of

anatomical terms. The twelfth book is on Animals, without

one ray of light. The thirteenth and fourteenth treat of

Geography and Meteorology ; the tifteenth of the origin of

Kingdoms, of Public Edilices, and of Roads ; the sixteenth

of Mineralogy, Weights and Measures ; the seventeenth of

Agriculture ; the eighteenth of War and Sports ; the nine-

teenth of Ships, Architecture, and Clothes ; and the final

book of Food, Domestic Utensils, Carriages, and Agri-

cultural Implements.

Anyone even superficial!}' acquainted with the Philosophy

of these days, has only to combine with it such Science as

this encyclop:edia furnishes, to form a conception of the

culture which the Arabian influences came to vivify.

' ' Hemcroliiiptitta, eo quod quotidic veslimentii sua ct corpora lavcnt,' op. cit.

p. 351. ,
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CHAPTER III.

THE niSE OF POSITIVE SCIENCE.

§ 1. The Thirteenth Century.

rpiIE thirteenth century opens a new era; there, and not

J- in the sixteenth, we must recognise the origin, as far

as any origin can be definitely assigned, of the modern era.

Scholasticism was far from dead ; indeed the most illustrious

scholastics, Albertus Magnus, Aquinas, Duns Scotus, and

Occam, have still to he summoned before us ; but Scholasti-

cism had propounded all its problems, all its methods, and

all its solutions. The renowned doctors who succeeded

could only manipulate the old forms. Meanwhile the most

redovibtable enemy of Scholasticism, which was finally to

drive it into utter and helpless rout, had appeared on the

field.

Two social influences of incalculable importance now first

appear : these are what Auguste Comte calls the Industrial

and the Scientific elements. Society, on the Feudal system,

was governed by two great powers, the military or temporal,

and the clerical or spiritual. By the sixteenth century each

bad apparently established itself for perpetual dominion

;

yet a retrospective glance detects even there the seeds of

inevitable dissolution ; those seeds are the industrial and

scientific tendencies. Society advanced, the military func-

tion gradually declined in importance; and the industrial

function, as gradually, increased. The importance of the

clerical function also declined as the widening thoughts of

men slowly changed the general conception of the world,

and as the incompetence of theological notions became
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daily more conspicuously contrasted with the certainties of

Science. Society ceased to be based mainly on war. Peace

permitted industrial development, and industry urgently

demanded peace. The army then became the servant of

society, and even as a servant its importance has slowly, but

inevitably, declined. In like manner the Church, which

formerly represented the spiritual power, which had regu-

lated the beliefs, and with beliefs the actions of society, lost

its supremacy and gradually lost its hold on the convictions,

as one by one the various domains of thought were invaded

by positive knowledge. Its position has now dwindled down

to that of a friendly monitor, and even as such is only main-

tained by a constant struggle. Its very tullierents only look

to it for a solemn sanction, never for scientiGc guidance.

It once claimed to decide all questions ; none are put to

it now, except such as have reference to another world.

The affairs of this world have long passed out of its juris-

diction.

Such has been the result of six centuries of evolution, an

evolution unsuspected in the thirteenth century, nor yet

generally appreciated in our own. It has moved through

fierce struggles. Both the military and clerical powers

have declined as the industrial and scientific powers have

advanced. The separation of the temporal and spiritual

is not yet completed, but the management of temporal

aCFairs has passed from the hands of Force into the hands of

Law ; and the management of spiritual affairs has passed

from the dominion of Faith to the dominion of Eeason. A
radical change has been effected in our general conception

of the world ; the belief in supernatural agencies has given

place to an ever-widening belief in natural agencies. In
other words, the theological point of view has been dis-

carded in all questions not immediately afiFecting Eeligion.

Instead of conceiving the world under the dominion of Vo-
litions, in their very essence variable, we have learned to

conceive it as under the dominion of Laws, in their nature
invariable, and invariable because they are the modes of
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action of iimnaiient powers, the relations of natural j^ro-

perties of things. This mighty change was slowly effected.

Centuries of observation and meditation were necessary

before the vai-ious and seemingly variable i)henomena of the

external oi'der were suspected to arise from simple and in-

variable agencies
;
powers of the world and in it, not powers

existing apart from the world in alienated majesty and

sublime independence.

Such a change is indeed radical. It is opposed to all

primitive conceptions, and is still resisted by the imjierfectly

ciiltivated mind. It is the conquest of scientific research,

which first disturbed the primitive conception b}' proving

that this Earth was very far from being the greatest object

in the universe, to which all other objects were subordinate.

Astronomy, with its rigorous methods, assigned the Earth

its place among celestial bodies.* Afterwards Biology gave

what may be regarded as the complementary demonstration

by proving that Man was not the lord of creation, but

simply the apex of the animal series. Instead of the

universe being subordinated to him, it was proved to be a

vast system of magnificent Life, of which he only formed a

modest item. These ideas having taken possession of men's

minds, i)repared the way for the conception of Society

itself being not less rigorously determined in its evolution

by laws ; so that just as in the life of an individual there

are the successive Ages, in the life of Humanity there are

successive Epochs, each age and each epoch being the

^u'oduct of that which went before it.

The results of this change in our conception of tlie

world, by which the whole compass of phenomena, from the

transit of a star to the creed of a nation, from the evolution

of an organic cell to the evolution of Science, are all brought

* The admission of the fact that the Earth was small in eomparison ivith other

Cflestial bodies irresistibly suggested the idea of those bodies being also in-

habited. Men struggled against this inference, and they struggle against it still.

Aquinas asserted that there could only be one inhabited world ; and his grounds

were these : if a second were admitted there would be no reason for denying a

third, and so on to infinity, ' which would be contrary to truth and revelation.'
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tmder Law— ma}' bo suminoil uji under two heads, llieo-

retical and practical. The theoretical result is the limita-

tion of our speculative activitj' to the problems that are

veriBable—a limitation which is an intensification of power

by its economy of effort and definiteness of aim. The

practical result is that we, having ouce detected the

modes of action of the immanent powers, can often foresee

what will occTir under given conditions, and thus either we
can modify them so as to adapt them to our needs, or we

can resign ourselves to them where they are seen to be

inevitable.

It was in the fliirtccnth century that the great social and

intellectual iuHuonces began the work of dissolution and

reconstruction. I cannot pause here to enumerate the

varied claims of this epoch, the importance of its political,

religious, and social struggles, the splendour of its Archi-

tecture, the rapid development of its Commerce ; my business

is with its Philosoph}', and especially with the new directions

impressed upon the movement of Philosophy by the intro-

duction of Greek and Arabian science. At the close of the

twelfth century Scholasticism had passed into Mysticism

;

urged by a weary sense of its impotence. Reason was in

danger of once more becoming the obedient servant of

Faith. We have now to see the twofold demand for Au-
thority and Liberty, responded to by the installation of

Aristotle, and the widening reach of physical research. These

may be best considered in two eminent types, Albertus

Magnus and Roger Bacon : the former is the most con-

spicuous figure of the century, and may be regarded as the

incarnation of the principle of Authority ; the latter is so

distiuguishably the prophet of modem Inquiry, that only in

modern times has his true position been understood.

§ II. Albertus Magnus.

The ' ape of Aristotle,' as he was not imreasonably named,
endeavoured to consolidate the theological conception of the
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worltl, by bringing all classes of phenomena within an enej-

clopa}dic system in harmony with that conception. I have

only a second-hand acquaintance with his works. More
than once, indeed, I have opened the ponderous folios with

the determination to master at least some portion of their

contents; but I shut them again with an alacrity of im-

patience which will be best comprehended by anyone who
makes a similar attempt. In the analyses given by Jourdain,

Haureau, and Eousselot * may be read as much as most

students will desire.

Albert, count of Bollstadt, was born at Lavingen, in Swabia,

in the year 1193. After studying dialectics at Paris, nuithe-

niatics and medicine at Padua, and metaphysics in many places,

he joined the Dominicans, and became renowned as preacher

and teacher. This indeed was his true vocation ; and after

tasting many and high honours, he resigned his bishopric and

returned to his professorial chair at Cologne, and died there,

aged eighty-seven, leaving behind him an immense i-eputa-

tion, and works which in Jammy's edition amount to twenty-

one thick folios. Legend has hovered round his name.

Vincent de Beauvais called him a magician, and the iieojile

believed in his magic, in quite another sense. Alchemy was

his favourite study ; and although all scientific inquiry had

a suspicious relationship with the darker powers, alchemy

was suj)posed to be, par excellence, the instrument of magic.

Albertus Magnus added nothing of his own as a contri-

bution to Philosophy, but he powerfully affected the thought

of his day by the encyclopaedic character of his labours.

He reproduced every one of Aristotle's treatises with com-

mentary, and with such additions as the writings of the

Arabs supplied. That he frequently misunderstood Aris-

totle may have been due as much to the corrupt Arabian

The work of M. Pouchet, Hiitoire dcs Sciences naturelles an moi/en age ; on

Alhert le Grand it son Kpoque, Paris, 1853, is a poor compilation from secoud-hand

sources. I do not know what is the value of M. D'Assailly's work, Alhert le Grand
;

Vancien monde dcvant le nouveau. Paris, 1870 ; but the books on this subject are

BO few that the reader may be glad to know the existence of this one.
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sources on Nvhich lie relied,* as to the theological bias with

which he necessarily studied them. It is certain that both

by nature and education he was indisposed to innovate,

especially in questions which had a theological bearing.

' Whenever divine things are touched ou,' he says, ' faith

must predominate over reason, authority over argument ;

'

and accordingly the decisions of Aristotle, authoritative as

they are in matters of Philosophy, have nevertheless to give

way to the decisions of the Cliurch, wlienever there seems to

be a discrepancy : as to either of them giving way to the

truth of things, the alternative is never thought of.

Nevertheless, in spite of his reverence for Authority,

the fact that he was the first doctor in the Middle Ages

who publicly commented on the various treatises of Aris-

totle sufficiently accounts for the eminence of his reputation.

By spreading the knowledge of what Aristotle and the

Arabians taught he enlarged the horizon of Philosophy, and

stimulated men's minds to research in other directions than

those in which Scholasticism hitherto had confined them.

Physics, Alchemy, Natural History, Ethics, were indeed but

imperfectly treated : it was a great thing for these subjects

to be treated at all. Moreover Scepticism was aided in

another way, unconsciously indeed, yet all the more effec-

tively :—I allude to the plan Albertus uniformly pursues,

and which was followed by all his successors, of stating the

objections which can be raised against every the.sis, and

answering them serially. It is true that his mode of

answering them is ver}' little more than an interrogation of

the authorities ; but the more habit of debate was certain to

devclojj Scepticism.

The full development of his efforts is seen in Aquinas, the

greatest of the scholastics. But I cannot pause here to

sketch the poi-trait of the Angelic Doctor (born 1227, died

1274).t Referring the student to the special historians of

* See this circumstantiuUv estiiblishcd \>y Juiuiiaix : Hec/ierchs sur let traduc-

tions lalines d'Arislute.

t As the writings of AatiSAS are neither very iicccssible nor very inviting, tlio
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this epocli, I must hasten on to the thinker who represents

the critical and insurgent movement.*

§ III. EoGEB Bacon.

There is no writer during the whole of the Middle Ages so

interesting, to those who are tracing the evolution of thought,

as Eoger Bacon ; but my present limits do not permit of an

exhaustive treatment of his labours, and as I propose to devote

a special chapter to him in a future History of Science, I

must be content here with a very rapid indication of the part

he played, and refer the reader to the excellent sources named

below.

t

Roger Bacon is an energetic representative of the insurgent

minds of the thirteenth century, and he had in common with

the insurgent minds of most ages a noble vision of a coming

future, and an extravagant confidence in the realisation of his

hopes. An impatient scorn of contemporaries, and a fervent

sympathy with all innovators, animate almost every page of

his works ; while his boastful confidence in his own know-

ledge, and in the mighty results that would be achieved could

he once be allowed his own way, give a certain pathetic in-

terest to his frustrated efforts. We learn from his casual

indications that there was a group of independent thinkers,

standing apart from the slothful ignorance of the many, and

from the sterile activity of the scholastics, advocating greater

freedom of thought and wider reach of inquiry, cultivating

Mathematics and Physics, dreaming of great revolutions, and

student who has nercr seen them, or who, having seen them, has tolt his courage

shrink from grappling with them, may be glad to hear that several important little

treatises have been translated by Professor Eossi, and are thus made readily acces-

sible in his volume Opnscoli Fi/oaofci, Florence, 1864.

* An interesting discussion of the question whether Aquinas did or did not hold

the doctrine of ' sensible species ' or ' ideas ' as something intermediate between

the objects and the mind, will be found iu Rousselot : Etudes siir la Phil, au

moyen age, II. 250, and Haukbau : De la Phil, scolaf/iguc, II. 177.

t E.MiLE Chari.es : Rogtr Bacon, sa vii; ses oiivragts, scs doctrines, d'apres des

tcxtcs inedits. Paris, 18(51.

—

Rogeri Eaconis: Opera biedita, edited by J. S.

Brewer. Published under direction of the Master of the Rolls. London, 1859.

These, with the 0p)us Majus, edited by Jeub, furnish ample material.
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assailing the blind servilit}' to texts and sentences. These

were Eoger Bacon's teachers and friends. Towering above

them all is Robert Grossetete, bishop of Lincoln, a niathein;i-

tician who despaired of Aristotle, and strove to find out fur

himself what the obscurity of translations kei)t hidden, who

opposed the monks, oiiposed the pope, and impressed his

image on the popular mind, mingled with admiration and

superstitious terror. A precursor of Bacon, he acquired the

reputation of a sorcerer ; a jirecursor of Wiclif, he hud called

the iioi>e Antichrist.*

Bacon early chose his career. While he regarded all the

scholastics as barbarians in comparison with Aristotle and

the Arabs, he was not prepared to accept even Aristotle as

infallible. Experience was a surer guide ; a little grammar

and mathematics were preferable to all the niotaphysic of the

schools. He learned Greek, Arabic, Hebrew, Clialdaic

—

studied mathematics, alchemy, optics, and agriculture. He
tells us that he had spent 2,000 livres in conducting experi-

ments. People marvelled that he could survive his excessive

labours. Unhappily, the fruits of forty years of study, fruits

which in bis estimation would feed the hungry world, it was

his bitter lot to see himself forbidden to give out. In an

evil hour he had joined the order of Franciscan monks. His

superiors, either jealou.'i, or alarmed at the tendencies they dis-

covered, forbade his writing. If he ventured to instruct some

curious brother, impri.sonmeut on bread and water was his

punishment, and his book was destroyed. He was treated like

a disobedient schoolboy, or else like a suspected heretic. Books

were refused him. If he attempted to teach his pupils how

to calculate and to observe the stars, the influence of Satan

was inferred.t Nor is it only in the Middle Ages that men

• CiiABi.Fs : Op. cil. p. 7-

t M. CuABi Rs quotea an old coclfsiastioal bistoriiin, who says that ' Friar

Bungay was profoundly vcrst-d in lualhematics, cither through the inspiration of

Patan, or the teaching of Roger Bacon.' Let me add the counlcr-statemcnt of

RooKB Bacon, that the ncgleot of mathematics is the work of Hwlan :
' Et hoc dia-

bulus procuravit cjualeuus radices sapientiit humanse ignorarentur.' Opus Tcrtiiim,

c. XX. p. 66.

I
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reputed wise and undeniably pious liave regarded the know-

ledge of Nature as indirectly aiding the designs of Satan,

simply because such knowledge was not to be gained from

the sources they were accustomed to regard as exclusively

sacred. This will prepare us to understand how Pope

Clement IV., desiring Bacon to send his work, nevertheless

while authorising him to disobey his superior (tibi per

Apostolica scripta praecipiendo mandamus, quatenus, non

obstante pra'cepto Prrelati cujuscunque contrario, vel tui

Ordinis constitutione quacunque) urged upon him the

necessity of doing it secretly and hastily (et hoc quanto

secretius poteris facias et indilate). The pope had scientiiic

yearnings, and was very curious to know what Bacon had to

impart ; but he knew the temper of the age, and he knew the

power of the Franciscans.*

The work Clement desired to have sent him was not yet

written, as he supposed ; but the expression of his desire was

a welcome stimulus to Bacon, who replied, ' I feel myself

elevated above my ordinary strength ; I conceive a new fervour

of spirit. I ought to be most grateful since your Beatitude

has importuned me for that which I have most ai'dently

desired to communicate, for that which I have laboured with

immense toil, and brought into light after manifold exjjenses.'

The task was rendered heavier by reason of his poverty,

' To place before Clement IV. a just account of researches

carefully and continuously prosecuted for forty 3'ears,' says

Mr. Brewer, ' required the free use of accomplished scribes,

for whose services he could not look to his own Order. A
laborious work on science and languages in the thirteenth

century demanded a knot of accomjilished transcribers

* M. OzANAM : Dante et la I'hi/os. cathoHqiie an 13me siede, LouTain, 1847, p- 26,

has a singularly misplaced sneer at the Reformers :
' Phis tard, et a I'epoque dc hi

Eeforme, tes manuserits furcnt hrides dans I'incendie d'un couveiit de sun orchc,

par des hommos qui pretendaient rallumer le flambeau d» la raisou eteiut par les

moines dn moyen age.' Without excusing the violence of the Reformers, we may
at least abfolve thorn from having wittingly destroyed works which the monks had

done their utmost to preveut being written, and which their successors took care

not to publish.
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possessed of more than average skill, -wlio could construct

tables, draw diagrams, and knew something of Greek and

Hebrew. Where were such men to be procured ? ' Moreover,

the pope had not ventured to interpose between Bacon and

his superiors. ' You forgot,' wrote Bacon, ' to speak to my
superiors in m)' excuse; and as I could not make known to

them the secret, they threw obstacles in my way.' Nor was

this the worst. ' There was another obstacle,' Bacon wrote,

' which had nearly jjroved subversive of the whole business
;

and that was want of money. For more than sixty French

livres had to be expended . . . and j'our messengers would not

lay out a single penny, although I told them I woidd send you

word ofthe amount, and that every man's debts should be paid.

You know that I have no money and can have none [as a

Jlondicant Friar], therefore I am prevented from borrowing.'

Yet his spirit was victorious over all obstacles. In eighteen

months he had composed and written out for the pope the

Opits Mnjiig, Opus Minns, and the Ojnts Tcrtiuin. * As an

instance of immense labour and application almost sujier-

human,' says Mr. Brewer, ' these three answers to the demand

of the pope must be reckoned among the most remarkable

curiosities of literature, independently of their intrinsic

merits.' * And while this poor student was thus miserably

contending against external obstacles, his rivals Aquinas and

Albertus Magnus were courted and aided by all temporal and

clerical dignitaries. It was about this verj- time that ' Albert

le Grand dunnait a I'Empereur cette fastueuse hospitalite qui

I'a rendu celebre dans riniagination populaire.' f

The fate of the works written under such disadvantages

has been pitiable. Too much in advance of their age to be

appreciated, they have only in quite modem times been

rescued from the neglect and destruction too inevitably

attending manuscripts. The Opus Majus was ijublished by

Jebb in 1 73:J ; and the Opus Minus and Opus Tcrtium first

appeared no later than 1859. According to M. Charles, not

* But-WEH : 0/>. cil. Preface, xlr. t Charles : Op. cit. p. 31.
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a single doctor of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries

mentions Bacon either for blame or praise. Such wide-

sweeping statements must be received with hesitation ; but

we may infer at least that Bacon's name is so rarely cited as

to warraut the biographer's statement that his influence was

inappi'eciable. ' Ses idees, ensevelies dans ses manuscrits,

devaient y rester pres de trois cents ans jusqu'a ce qu'un autre

Bacon vint les reprendre pour son compte, y ajouter encore, et,

mieux servi par les circonstances, les faire passer definitive-

ment dans la science.'

On my first reading of the Opus Majus I was startled and

delighted by what seemed the remarkable insight with which

Bacon had anticipated several of the leading conceptions of

positive philosophy. A more intimate familiarity toned

down that surprise, and moderated that admiration, showing

me that I had yielded to the common temptation of reading

into ancient texts the views of modern thinkers. But even

after the rectification of this erroneous impression, after an

examination of Bacon's scientific ideas and i)retended dis-

coveries, which reduced their claims to a very modest rank

(as I shall fully explain in the Histoiy of Science), there stUl

remained admiration for a vigorous thinker, one of the

most remarkable of the neglected heroes of Humanity.

Considered with reference to his contemporaries, he is a

giant ; and the comparison which spontaneously presents

itself with his illustrious namesake, Francis Bacon, by no

means diminishes his eminence.

It is indeed a point of singular interest that, in spite of

there not being even the smallest probability of Francis

Bacon having read a single page of Roger Bacon's work*

(either in the originals, because they were unprinted, or at

second hand, because they were never cited), a very curious

list of parallel passages might be given, over and above the

* The tract De MirahH. Potest. Artis et Naturts, a translation of which appeared

in 1618, Francis Bacon may have seen. At any rate he quotes one or two stories

from it, with an expression of disbelief, in his Hist. Vitce et Mortis ; and elsewhere,

in the Temporis Partus Musculus, he speaks slightingly of his great namesake.

VOL. II. G
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resemblances in doctrine. Had tliere been on external

grounds the shadow of a probability, there would have been

on internal grounds the strongest evidence of Fi-ancis

Bacon's plagiarism ; as it is, we are forced to admit a simple

coincidence ; unless a more comprehensive acquaintance with

the literature of the Middle Ages should prove the resem-

blances to be traceable to a common source. Some of these,

indeed, follow naturally from the antagonism against Aristotle

and the Scholastic Method, which was the leading purpose of

both. Having seen the vanity of the Syllogism they could

only seek refuge in Experience. Having seen the wearisome

inutility of Scholasticism, they could only insist with greater

emphasis on the ' fruits,' and make utility their aim. Having

seen that men had all gone wrong, because all pursued a

wrong Method, the suggestion of cerhxin Idols of the mind

was nciir at hand, and the nature of these Idols could not be

very differently interpreted. Finally, having a supreme con-

fidence in their own Method, it was natural that both shoulil

fall into the strange error of supposing that their Method

would, so to speak, equalize men's minds, and render Science

easily accessible to all.* It is less on such resemblances as

these, though they arrest the reader, that a charge of

plagiarism could be based, than on resemblances in expression

(such as the prerogatives of Experiment) and in unimportant

passages. I had drawn up a list of these, but cannot now find

it ; any diligent reader will notice several in the course of his

study. Mr. Brewer alludes to them in his preface.

t

• Fbascis Bacon's belief in bin Mctliod was cxtrarngant ; but Roger stirpiuised

liim,di>chiring uot only that he could teach a willing pupil in three or six months all

that he had tiiken forty years to learn, but that three days would xuffico for Hebrew

or Greek. Optu Ter/ium, c. xx. p. Go. While I fully concur with Mr. Spkddino in

recognising but a faint resemblance between the ' oifendicula ' of Kooeb and the

' idols' of Fbasci.1, I altogether dissent from the judgment of Mr. Ellis that ' the

general resembbince between the spirit in which the two Bacons speak of science

and its improvement is slight.' (liacon't Works, i. 90.) It is precisely here that

the resemblance seems to me to be striking.

t I do not reckon such resemblances as the famous epigram of Fbancis Bacon:
' Antiquitas seculi juventus mundi,' the idea ofwhich is clearly expressed by Rorbk :

' quanto juniorcs tauto pcrspicaeiorcs, quia juniores postcriores successiono tempo-
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Four great stumbling blocks to trath (veritatis offendiculu)

impede the inquirer's pi'Ogress, according to Bacon, and these

are : 1. The influence of fragile and unworthy authority,

fragilis et indiijncc auctoritatis exemplnm. 2. Custom, consue-

tudinis diutumitas. 3. The imperfection of undisciplined

senses, vulgi sensus imperiti. 4. The concealment of our

ignorance by ostentation of our seeming wisdom, proprice

ignoraniioe occultatio cum ostentatione sapientice apparentis.

It is on the evil influence of Authority that he is most

copious and effective : nam auctoritas solum allicit, consuetudo

ligat, opinio vulgi obstinates parit et confirmat. He shows how
fallible is the authority even of the wisest philosophers, and

the most illustrious fathers, 'who were wise indeed, but not

wise in their opposition to truth ; ' and he declares it to be a

feeble argument which rests only on tradition, or the wisdom

of our ancestors ; rather we should infer that the older and

commoner a belief, the greater the chance of its being a

mere prejudice. Popular opinion excites his scorn. It was

the mob that abandoned Jesus after following him for two

years, and shouted ' Crucify him !
' Philosophy has always

been persecuted. Aristotle was calumniated, Avicenna per-

secuted, Averroes decried : ' whoever attempted to reform

philosophy has been thwarted in every way ; nevertheless

truth has triumphed, and will triumph till the coming of

Antichrist.' *

But let us not be precipitate, and conclude that Bacon held

the views aboxit Authority which are held by modern insur-

gents. Remember that it is a fi-iar of the thirteenth century

who is denouncing the evil influence of intellectual servility,

and you will understand how he could in all sincerity add ' I

do not allude to that truth and solid authority which by God's

choice has been placed in the hands of the Church, or which

mm ingrediuDtur labores priorum.' Opus Majus, c. yi. pp. 7, Venet. 1750. The

same idea is met with in many writers ; among others in Giordano Brxtso {Opera,

i. p. 132) ; the felicity of the epigrammatic expression is due to Francis Bacon.

* Opus Majus, p. 10. Comp. Opus Tcrtium, c. ix. p. 28. ' Certo multi fuerunt

sancti et boni inter Jud^os quando crucifixus est Dominus, et tamen omnes dimise-

runt Eum.'
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the saintly philosophers and infiillible ijrophcts have acquired

by their o\vu merit.' Elsewhere he places the remedy for the

evils first in the study of that only perfect wisdom which

is found in the Scriptures, and secondly in the study of

Mathematics, and the use of Experiment. This combination

of Scripture and Mathematics, so incomprehensible to us, had

nothing startling to a man of that age. The infallibility of

the Church was not to be shaken off in a day. The idea of

Scripture not containing all wisdom is an idea which has very

slowly made its way. Moreover in the state of ignorance,

which was the state of the wisest in the thirteenth century,

we cannot doubt Bacon's sincerity when he exclaims :
' What

man knows is little and worthless in respect of that which he

believes without knowing ; and still less in respect of that

which he does not know. Mad is he who thinks much of

his wisdom ; maddest he who exhibits it as something mar-

vellous.' *

It is to be not«d that Bacon always insists on the harmony

of revelation and reason, and stigmatizes the distinction

which was then dail}' growing in credit, of truth according to

Scripture and truth according to Philosophy. They are vile

heretics who make this distinction :
' mentiuntur tanquam

vilissimi heretici
;

' that which is false in philosophy cannot

be true elsewhere. ' Nam quicquid est contrarium sapientite

Dei vel alienum est erroneum et inane, uec potest humano

generi valere.' Therefore all wisdom is to be found in

Scripture, and drawn from thence by Philosophy and the

Canon Law.-f- Nevertheless, while Bacon thus vindicates the

authority of Scripture, he is firm in asserting the integrity

of Philosophy, which he regards as revealed by God, and as

needed for the perfect fulfilment of Scripture. Indeed we
may say that although unhesitatingly accepting the dogmas

• ' Panca enim sunt et vilia respectu ponim qoje non intclligit sed credit, et longo

pauciora respectu eorum qu» ignorat. Et quoniam respcctu eorum quae scit homo
restant infinita qiue ignorat ; insanus est qui de sapientia se extoUit, et maximo
insanit qui ostentat ct tanquam portcntum suam scicntiam nititur divulgarc.'

Opu» Majus, p. 1 1

.

t Opue Terliu/n, n. xxiii.-iv.
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of Christianity, he everywhere accepts them because they are

true, and not because they claim the authority of the Fathers :

against that authority he is always ready to oppose the

verdicts of reason.

Dr. Whewell declares the existence of Roger Bacon's work

to be a problem which has never yet been solved ; * so greatly

was it in advance of the age. I think that had the historian

been somewhat better acquainted with the writings then

current, es2)ecially with the Arabian writings from which

Bacon drew so largely, he would have seen a ready solution

of this problem. I am myself but very superficially ac-

quainted with these writings, yet I have discovered evidence

enough to make the position of Roger Bacon quite explicable

without in the least denying him extraordinary merit. Some
of the most striking thoughts of Bacon I have found in

Avicenna and Averroes, and in passages cited by Bacon him-

self. Nevertheless it is a point of great interest to see how
this friar in the thirteenth century had assumed the positive

attitude, and several of the positive principles. The luminous

distinction between Abstract and Concrete Sciences had not

altogether escaped him. The important principle that each

order of conceptions should be independent—'in nulla facul-

tate extranea debet dominari '—was seized by him at a

time when Albertus Magnus protested against the introduc-

tion of Mathematics into Physics ; and while the ignorant

Fathers had discredited mathematical study, Roger Bacon

made it the basis of all science

—

alphahetum philosophue : a

conception, as Dr. Whewell remarks, in which he is superior

to Francis Bacon. At a time when the Syllogistic Method

was supreme, he could not only laugh at it, and disclose its

incompetence, he was ready to replace it with the Scientific

Method and its two handmaidens Mathematics and Experi-

ment. ' In every science,' he said, ' we must follow the best

method, and that is to study each part in its due order, placing

that first which is properly at the commencement, the easy

* Whkwell ; His/, of the Inductive Sciences, 3rd ed. i, 366.
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before the difficult,tlie general before tbe particular, the simple

before the complex. Aud the exposition must be demonstra-

tion. Tbis is impossible without experiment. We have three

means of knowledge : Authority, Reasoning, and Experiment.

Authority has no value unless its reason be shown ; it does not

teach, it only calls for assent. In Reasoning we commonly dis-

tinguish a sophism from a demonstration by verifying the con-

clusion through experiment.' He is constantly insisting on

the necessity of Verification, and on the futility of argument.*

' Experimental Science is the mistress of the speculative

sciences, and has three great Prerogatives. First she tests

and verifies the conclusions of other sciences. Secondly,

she discovers in the notions which other sciences deal

with magnificent results to which these sciences are incom-

petent. Thirdly, she investigjites the secrets of nature by her

own powers.' His clear insight is displayed in the recog-

nition of an essential connection of all the sciences. Comte

himself might have written this passage :
' Omnes scientiaj

sunt connexa;, et mutuis se fovent auxiliis, sicut partes ejusdem

totius, quarum quajlibet opus suum peragit, non solum

propter se, sed pro aliis.'t

We may echo Mr. Brewer's remark :
' If the world loves to

contemplate the great Lord Chancellor of James I. retiring

from the court or the parliament to his museum at Gray's

Inn or Gorhambury, lajdng aside his chancellor's robe to

watch the furnace or count the drops from the alembic, the

example of the solitary friar with more scanty means and

fewer associates justifying the value of experiment, in a

darker and less favourable age, is not less interesting. So

far as the prize is to be given to mere invention, Roger Bacon

has superior claims to Lord Baeon.'f

• See especially Opiu Majut, p. 336-7, over and above the well-known passages ;

and Opiu Tcrtium, e. xiiu

t Opus Tertium, c. iv. p. 18.

} ^Ir. Breweb is less happy in his criticism of Roger Bacon when he says

:

' though in his practice a kf<-n and sagacious experimentalist, in his exposition of

science he adopted the deductive in opposition to the inductive method.' Id the

first place, Kogcr Bacon never expounded a science, but only his general views of
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He had .a distinct idea of a science which should be a prima

philosophia, constituted of all the fixed and universal Laws of

Nature. In the study of this he repudiates as idle the search

after Forms aud Sj^ecies, and seeks ouly the uniform agencies

which are reducible to law. He ridicules the method of his

day on which jihysical questions were solved by reason, ra-

tionaUter. ' If you ask one of these doctors what is the cause

of Combustion, he can only answer you that the cause is

occult.'

A closer examination of Bacon's writings would demand a

long chapter. Such a chapter would display the incomplete-

ness of his conceptions, the vagueness of his Method, aud the

strange credulity which in those days even his independent

mind could not escape.

§ IV. Occam.

Roger Bacon left no school. He was too much in

advance of his age; or rather he was too much in advance

of the philosophical authorities to gain from them a proper

recognition. The Scholasticism he opi:)Osed was still trium-

phant. The theologians opposed him because he inculcated

Observation and discredited Authority. The philosophers

were willing enough that he should attack Authority, but

were not willing to listen to the same attacks upon their

syllogistic method. They were not better disposed towards

Observation and Experiment than the theologians were.

To this day the inductive Method is distasteful to meta-

physicians. Duns Scotus rose into rivalry with Aquinas,

and the adverse sects of Thomists and Scotists filled Europe

with their noisy disputes. Observation and Experiment

instead of being practised were condemned as dangerous.

In 1243 the Dominicans interdicted the study of medicine

and all physical inquiry. In 1287, Chemistiy was found to

be dangerous.

The gradual development of Philosophy made it clear that

science ; and in the next place, the inductive method may be the best method

of researcli, but tlie deductive is the method of exposition.
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Ai-istotle could not be reconciled with several fundamental

tenets of the Church, To save both, a distinction between

the two kinds of truth was invented ; and men taught the

truth according to the Church and the truth according to

Philosophy, as two parallel and independent lines. This

could not last. Scholasticism wivs hastening to its end, and

it received its death-blow from our brilliant and rebellious

countryman William of Occam, who wrote vigorously against

the temporal power of the Pope, and triumphantly against

some metaphysical errors of the schools. This was in the

early part of the fourteenth century.

Occam, according to M. Haureau, is a writer of transparent

candour who says what he means without equivoque. He
is a freethinker, separating questions of reason from questions

of faith, and not permitting the latter to embarrass the

former. If the question arises as to the Divine intelligence

being the first efficient cause of all that exists, he replies that

as a philosopher he knows nothing about it, experience not

instructing us in what way the cause of causes acts, and

reason liaving neither the power nor the right to penetrate

the divine sanctuary.

With Occam the doctrine of Realism came to an end.

His advocacy of Nominalism was iiTCsistible; and indeed it

may all be said to be implied in his famous maxim about

not multiplying entities. The multiplication of entities had

gone on with immense fecundity in the schools. Wherever

a phenomenon could be discerned an entity had to be in-

vented to account for it

—

oportet ponere aliquod agens. But

Occam showed the weakness of this recourse ; and to use the

language of M. Haureau, ' Guillaume d'Ockham n'est pas

seulement le chef d'une grande ecole ; son influence sur les

^coles adverses a 6t6 considerable : comme il rappelait dans

les voies de la reality les esprits fatigues de leurs vaines et

laborieuses enquetes dans les spheres du possible, son

appel devait etre, a 4t4 favorablement accueilli. Au trei-

zieme siecle, I'etude de la philosophic etait une passion

ardente, a laquelle on ^tait pret a faire beaucoup de sacri-
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fices; mais toutes les passions, meme les plus genereuses,

recherchent leur fin avec une ardeur d^reglee : des le com-

mencement du quatorzi^me, on voit plus de calme dans les

intelligences, et, comme elles reconnaissent la necessite

d'une methode, elles sent disposees d'elles-memes a suivre

le nouveau guide qui se presentera pour les conduire. Ce

guide ce fut Guillaume d'Ockliam.'

§ V. The Eevival of Learning.

The gathering forces of the new era may be most readily

indicated by an enumeration of such names as Giotto, Dante,

Petrarch, Boccaccio, Chaucer, Froissart, Tauler, Wiclif

—

men whose greatest labours fall within this fourteenth cen-

tury; and towards its close we must add the gradual infiux

of Greek scholars—Barlaam, Chrysaloras, Gaza, Bessarion,

and George of Trebizond, whose learning and enthusiasm

gave a new dii'ection to philosophical speculation, and opened

the treasures of classic wisdom.

With the revival of learning, after the fall of Constanti-

nople, came fi'esh streams of Gi'ecian influence. The works

of Plato became generally known ; imder Marsilio Ficino

—

to whom we owe the Latin translation of Plato*—a school

of Platonists was formed, which continued to divide, with

the school of Aristotle, the supremacy of Europe, under new

forms, as before it had divided it under the form of Realism.

The effect of this influx of Grecian influence, at a j)eriod

when Philosophy was emancipating itself fi-om the absolute

authority of the Church, was to transfer the allegiance fi-om

the Church to Antiquity. To have suddenly cast off all

authority would have been too violent a change ; and it may
on the whole be regarded as fortunate for human develop-

ment that Philosophy did so blindly accept the new au-

thority—one altogether human, yet without deep roots in

the life of the nation, without any external constituted

* In many rpspects our best guide U> Plato's meaning where ho is

oljscvire. It is printed in Bekker's edili>jn.

most
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power, consequently very liable to disunion and disruption,

and certain to give way before the necessaay insurgence of

Reason insisting on freedom.

There is something profoundly rational in the principle of

Authority, when not exercised despotically, and something

essentially anarchical in the principle of Liberty, when not

restrained within due limits. Both Authority and Liberty

are necessary principles, which onl}' in misuse become para-

lysing or destructive. It may be made perfectly clear to the

rational mind that, as Comte says, there can be no such thing

as ' liberty of private judgment' in Mathematics, Astronomy,

Physics, Chemistry, or any other science the truths of which

have been established ; the person ignorant of these sciences

does, and must, take upon trust the statements made by

those who are authorities ; he cannot indulge his ' private

judgment ' on the matter, without forfeiting the respect of

those who hear him. Does this mean that all men are

bound blindly to accept what astronomers and chemists

assert ? No ; to require such submission of the judgment, is

to pass beyond the principle of Authority, and assume that

of Despotism. The principle of Liberty assures entire freedom

to intellectual activity, warrants the control of Authority,

and incites men to control it by submitting its positions to

those elementarj' tests by which it was itself originally con-

stituted. If I have made a series of experiments which

have led to tlie disclosure of an important truth, your liberty

of private judgment is mere anarchy if it assert itself in

denying the truth simply out of your own pre-conceptions

;

but it is healthy freedom if it assert itself in denying the

truth after having submitted my authority to its original

tests (those experiments, namely, which gave it authority),

and after detecting some error in my experimentation, or

some inaccuracy in my induction. The authoritative state-

ment of Sir Charles Bell, repeated by every other anatomist,

respecting th^ separate functions of the anterior and pos-

terior columns of the spinal chord, was one which permitted

no liberty of private judgment, but did permit liberty of
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l^rivate verification ; and when M. Browii-Sequard repeated

the original exi^eriments and proved the former conclusions

to be erroneous,* his authoritative statement replaced that

of previous anatomists, and wiU continue to replace it, until

it has undergone a similar defeat through the process of

verification.

If this is a correct view, it will enable us to understand

the long continuance of Aristotle's authority, which coerced

the minds of men as the authority of one confessedly a

master in his art, and one whose positions would not easily

be brought to the test of verification. Hence, as Bayle says,

the method employed was first to prove every thesis by autho-

rity, and next by arguments ; the proofs by authority were pas-

sages from Aristotle ; the arguments went to show that these

passages, rightly interpreted, meant what the thesis meant.

Other causes contributed to foster this reverence for Au-

thority ; only one cause could effectually destroy it, and

that was the rise of positive Science, which, by forcing men
to verify every step they took, led them into direct antago-

nism with the ancients, and made them choose between the

new truth and the old dogma. As Campanella—one of the

reforming thinkers—acutely saw, ' the reforms already made
in philosophy must make us expect its complete change

;

and whoever denies that the Christian mind will sui-jjass the

Pagan mind, must also deny the existence of the New
World, the planets and the stars, the seas, the animals, the

colonies, the modern sects and the new cosmography.'f It

does not come within our purpose here to trace the rise and

development of Science; we therefore pass at once to the

philosophical insurgents against the authority of Aristotle

and the Church well tj'pified in Giordano Bruno.

* See Mimoires de la SocieU dc Biohgie. 1 855.

t Quoted by M. Renouvibb, Manuel de PhUos. moderne, p. 7.
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§ VI. Giordano Bruno.

The martyrilom of Bruno has preserved his name from fall-

ing into the same neglect as his writings. Most well-read men

remember his name as that of one who, whatever his errors

might have been, perished a victim of intolerance. But the

extreme raritj- of his works, aided b}' some other causes into

which it is needless here to enter, has, until lately, kept

even the most curious from forming any acquaintance with

them. The rarity of the wTitings made them objects of

bibliopolic luxury : they were the black swans of literature.

Three hundred florins were paid for the Spaccio in Holland,

and thirty pounds in England. Jacobi's mystical friend,

Ilamaun, searched Italy and Germany in vain for the

dialogues De la Causa and De V Infinito. But in 1830, Herr

Wamier, after immense toil, brought out his valuable edition

of the Italian works, and since then students have been able

to form some idea of the Neapolitan thinker.*

Giordano Bruno was born at Nola, in La Terra di Lavoro,

a few miles from Naples, and midway between Vesuvius and

the Mediterranean.t The date of his birth is fixed as 1548

—that is to say, eight years after the death of Copernicus,

—

whose system he was to espouse with such ardour,—and eight

years before the birth of our own illustrious Bacon. Tasso

well says

:

' La term

Simili a si gli abitator' produce ;

'

and Bruno was a true Neapolitan child—as ardent as its

volcanic soil, burning atmosphere, and dark thick wine

(mangiaguerra)—as capricious as its varied climate. There

was a restless energy which fitted him to become the preacher

• Opere di Giordano Bruno, Nolano, ora per la prima volta raccolte c puhhlicatc

da Adolf Wagner. 2 vols. Leipzig, 1830.

t For the biographic details I am mainly indebted to the valuable work of

M. Chbistijin Bartholmess, entitled Jnrdnno Bruno, 2 voLs. Paris, 1848
;

and the extremely important Vita di Giordano Bruno, reci'ntly publishc<l by

DuMESico Behti. Florence, 1868.
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of a new crusade—urging liim to throw a haughty defiance

in the face of every authority in every country,—an energy

which closed his wild adventurous c.ireer at the stake. He
was also distinguished by a rich fancy, a varied humour, and

a chivalrous gallantry, which constantly remind us that the

athlete is an Italian, and an Italian of the sixteenth century.

Stern as was the struggle, he never allowed the grace of his

nature to be vanquished by its vehemence. He went forth as

a preacher ; but it was as a preacher young, handsome, gay,

and worldly—as a poet, not as a fanatic.

The first thing we hear of him is the adoption of the

Dominican's frock. In spite of his ardent temperament, full

of vigorous life he shuts himself up in a cloister,—allured,

probably, by the very contrast which such a life offered to his

own energetic character. Bruno in a cloister has but two

courses open to him : either all that affluent energy will rush

into some stern fanaticism, and as in Loyola, find aliment in

perpetual self-combat, and in bending the wills of others to

his purposes ; or else his restless spirit of inquiry, stimulated

by avidity for glory, will startle and irritate his superiors.

It was not long ere the course was decided. He began to

doubt the mystery of transubstantiation. Nay more : he not

only threw doubt upon the dogmas of the Church, he had also

the audacity to attack the pillar of all faith, the great avitho-

rity of the age—Aristotle himself. The natural consequences

ensued—he was feared and persecuted. Unable to withstand

his opponents, he fled. Casting aside the monkish robe,

which clothed him in what he thought a falsehood, he fled

from Italy at the very time when Montaigne, having finished

the first part of his immortal Essays, entered it, to pay a visit

to the unhappy Tasso, then raving in an hospital.

Bruno was now an exile, but he was free ; and the delight

he felt at his release may be read in several passages of his

wi'itings, especially in the sonnet prefixed to i' Infinito :

' Uscito di prigione angusta e nera,

Ove tanti anni error stretto m' awinse :

Qua lascio la catena, che mi cinse

La man di mia ucmica iuvida e fera,' etc.
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He was tliirtj years of age when he began his adventurous

course through Europe—to fight single-handed against

much of the falsehood, folly, and corruption of his epoch.

Like his great prototype, Xenophanes, who wandered over

Greece a rhapsodist of philosophy striving to awaken man-

kind to a recognition of the Deity whom they degraded by

their dogmas, or like his own unhappy rivals, Campanella

and Vanini, Bruno became the knight-errant of truth, ready

to combat all ct)mers in its cause. His life was a battle

without a victory. Persecuted in one country, he fled to

another—everywhere sowing the seeds of revolt, everywhere

shaking the dynasty of received opinion. It was a strange

time,—to every earnest man, a sad and almost hopeless time.

TheChurch was in a pitiable condition—decaj'ing from within,

and attacked from without. In general the lower clergy

were degraded by ignorance, indolence, and sensuality ; the

prelates, if more enlightened, were enlightened only as

epicures and pedants, swearing by the Gods of Greece and

Rome, and laboriously imitating the sonorous roll of Cicero-

nian periods. The Reformation had startled the world, espe-

cially the ecclesiastical world. The Inquisition was vigilant

and cruel ; but among its very members there were sceptics.

Scepticism, with a polish of hypocrisy, was the general

disease. It penetrated almost everywhere—from the cloister

to the cardinal's palace. Scepticism, however, is only a

transitory state. In all ages we see it stimulating new
reforms. Reformers were not wanting in the sixteenth

century. Of the Lutheran movement it is needless here to

speak. The sixteenth century marks its place in history as

the century of revolutions : it not only broke the chain which

bound Europe to Rome, it also broke the chain which bound

philosophy to Scholasticism and Aristotle. It set human
reason free ; it proclaimed the liberty of thought and action.

In the vanguard of its army, we see Telesio, Campanella, and

Bruno, men who must always excite our admiration and our

gratitude for their cause and for their courage. They fell

fighting for freedom of thought and utterance—the victims
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of a fanaticism the more odious because it was not the rigour

of belief, but oi pretended belief. They fought in those early

d.ays of the great striiggle beween science and prejudice,

when Galileo was a heretic, and when the imj^lacable severity

of dogmatism baptized in blood every new thought born into

the world.

One spirit is common to all these reformers, however

various their doctrines : the spirit of unhesitating opposition

to the dominant authority. In the fifteenth century men
were occupied vrith the newly-awakened treasures of ancient

learning : it was a century of erudition ; the jiast was wor-

shipped at the expense of the present. In art, in philosophy,

and in religion, they sought to restore the splendours of an

earlier time. Brunelleschi, Michael Angelo, Raphael, dis-

daining the types of Gothic art, strove to recall once more

the classic type. Marsilio Ficino, Mirandola, Telesio, and

Bruno, discarding the subtleties and disputes of Scholasticism,

endeavoured to reproduce Pythagoras, Plato, and Plotinus.

In religion, Luther and Calvin, avowedly arising against Papal

corruptions, laboured to restore the Church to its primitive

simplicity. Thiis the new era seemed retrograde. It is often

so. The recurrence to an earlier time is the preparation for

a future. We cannot leap far, leaping from the spot where

we stand ; we must step backwards a few paces to acquire

momentum.

Giordano Bruno ceaselessly attacked Aristotle. In so doing

he knew that he grappled with the Goliah of the Church.

Ai'istotle was a synonym for reason. An anagram was made
of his name, ' Aristoteles : iste sol erat.' His Logic and Phy-

sics, together with the Ptolemaic system of Astronomy, were

then considered as inseparable poi-tions of the Christian creed.

In 1624—a quarter of a century after Bruno's martyrdom—
the Parliament of Paris issued a decree banishing all who
publicly maintained theses against Aristotle ; and in 1629, at

the urgent remonstrance of the Sorbonne, decreed that to

contradict the principles of Aristotle was to contradict the

Church ! There is an anecdote recorded somewhere of a
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stutleut, who, having detected spots in the sun, communicated

his discovery to a worthy priest :
' My son,' replied the priest,

' I have read Aristotle many times, and I assure you there is

nothing of the kind mentioned by him. Go rest in peace

;

and be certain that the spots which you have seen are in

your eyes, and not in the sun.' When Ramus solicited the

permission of Beza to teach in Geneva, he was told, 'the

Genevese have decreed once for all, that neither in logic, nor

in any other branch of knowledge, will they depart from the

opinions of Aristotle—we tantiUum quidem ab Aristotelis

scnlentid deflectcre.' It is well known that the Stagirite

narrowly escaped being canonized as a Saint. Are you for or

against Aristotle ? was the question of philosophy ; and the

jiiquant aspect of this apiffTOTeXio/j^axia is the fact that both

parties were often ignorant of the real opinions of the

Stagirite ; attributing to him indeed doctrines the very re-

verse of those which a more ample knowledge of his wi-itings

has shown him to have taught.

Bruno, as we said, took his stand oi)])osite the Aristo-

telians. Pythagoras, Plato, Plotinus, and Lucretius were his

teachers. Something of temperament may have originated

this ; for Bruno undoubtedly belongs to that class of thinkers

in whom Logic is but the handmaid, of Imagination and

Fancy. To him the Aristotle of that age was antipathetic.

The Aristotelians taught that the world was finite, and the

Leavens incorruptible. Bruno declared the world to be in-

finite, and subject to an eternal and universal revolution.

The Aristotelians proclaimed the immobility of the earth

:

Bruno proclaimed its rotation. Such open dissidence could

of course only enrage the party in power. It would have

been sufficiently audacious to promulgate such absurdities

—

horrenda prorsus ahsurdissima— as the rotation of the earth;

but to defy Aristotle and ridicule his logic, could only i)ro-

ceed from the audacity of impiety. So Bruno had to fly.

To Geneva he first directed his steps. A colony of Italian

exiles had established itself there ; among them was the

Marchese di Vico, who on learning the arrival of an Italian
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in a monk's dress, which Bruno had resumed by the advice

of friends in Padua, called on him and enquired whether he

came there to profess Calvinism. ' To which,' says Bruno,

'after giving an account of myself and the reason of ray

having quitted my Order, I replied that I had no intention

of making any such jn'ofession, not being acquainted with

the nature of Calvinism, and that I was only desirous of

living in freedom.' He adopted the Marchese's suggestion,

however, not longer to wear the monk's costume, and entered

into a printing-office as coiTector of the press. For some

months he continued thus earning his livelihood, often going

to hear the Protestant preachers, French and Italian ; but

since he could not join the community, it was intimated to him
that no farther assistance was to be expected. He departed,

therefore, in search of more tolerant cities. After a short

stay at Lyons he proceeded to Toulouse ; there he raised a

storm among the Aristotelians, such as compelled him to tiy

to Paris, the streets of which were still slippery with the

blood of the eve of St. Bartholomew. It would not have

been surprising had he been butchered without mercy ; but, by

some good fortune, he obtained the favour of Henry III., who
not only permitted him to lecture at the Sorbonne, but offered

to admit him as a salaried professor, if he would but attend

Mass. Is it not strange that at a time when attendance at

Mass was so serious a matter,—when the echoes of that lugu-

brious cry. La messc ou la mort ! which had resounded through

those nari-ow murky streets, must have been still ringing in

men's ears,—Bruno, in spite of his refusal, not only continued

to lecture, but became exceedingly popular? Since Abelard

had captivated the students of Paris with his facile eloquence

and startling novelties, no teacher had been so enthusiasti-

cally received as Bruno. Young, handsome, eloquent, and

facetious, he charmed by his manner no less than by his

matter. Adopting by turns every form of address—rising

into the aerial altitudes of imagination, or descending into

the kennel of obscenity and buffoonery—now grave, prophet-

like, and impassioned—now fierce and controversial—now
VOL. II. H
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fanciful and liiimorous—he threw aside all the monotony of

professional gravity, to speak to them as a man. He did not

on this occasion venture openl}' to combat the prejudices and

doctrines of the age ; that was reserved for his second visit,

aft€r he had learned in England to speak as became a free

and earnest man.

On the misty banks of our noble Thames, he was rudely

initiated into the brutality of the English character; but he

was amply compensated by his reception at the Court of

Elizabeth, where a friendly welcome awaited all foreigners

—especially Italians. Nor was his southern heart cold to

the exquisite beauty and incompai-able grace of our women.

England was worth visiting ; and he had reason to refer with

pride to 'questo paese Britannico a cui doviamo la fedelta

ed amore ospitale.' It was in England he published the

greater part of his Italian works. It was here perhaps that

the serenest part of his life was spent. Patronised by the

Queen (' 1' unica Diann, qual e tra voi qual chc tra gli astri il

sole,' as he calls her), he had the glory and the happiness to

call Sir Philip Sidney friend.

In the high communion of noble minds, in the interchange

of great thoughts and glorious aspirations, another than

Bruno might have been content to leave the world and all its

errors in peace ; but he had that within him which would not

suffer him to be at rest. He could not let the world wag on

its way, content to smile at its errors. He was a soldier,

and had his battles to fight. In the society of Sir Philip

Sidney, Sir Fulke Greville, Dyer, Harvey, and most probably

of Antonio Perez and Shakspeare's Florio, Bruno miyht have

discussed with calmness every question of philosophy, had

he been of an epicurean turn—had he not been Bruno. As

it was, lured by his passion for publicity no less than by

his love of truth, he rushed into the arena.

It was not very long after his arrival in England (1583)

that Leicester, then Chancellor of Oxford, gave that splendid

fvte in honour of the Count Palatine Albert de Lasco, of

which the annals of Oxford and the ^vork.s of Bruno have pre-
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served some details. In those days a foreigner was ' lionized

'

in a more grandiose style than modern Ampbitryons attempt.

It was not deemed sufficient to ask the illustrious stranger to

breakfast ; there were no dinners given in public, or at the

club. The age of tournaments had passed away ; but there

were still public discussions, which were a sort of passage-

of-arms between the knights of intellect. And such a

tourney had Leicester prepared in honour of the Pole.

Oxford called upon her doughty men to brighten up their

arms,—that is to say, to shake the dust from their volumes of

Aristotle. All comers were challenged. Bruno stepped into

the arena. Oxford chose her best men to combat for Aris-

totle and Ptolemy. On that cause her existence seemed to

depend. Her statutes declared that the Bachelors and

Masters of Arts who did not faithfully follow Aristotle were

liable to a fine of five shillings for every point of divergence,

or for every fault committed against the Onjnnon. Bruno

wittily called Oxford the widow of sound learning— ' la vedova

di buone lettere.'

The details of this wit combat are unknown to us. Bruno

declares that fifteen times did he stop the mouth of his

pitiable adversary, who could only reply by abuse.* But

there is considerable forfanterie about the Neapolitan, and

such statements must be received with caution. That he

created a ' sensation ' we have no doubt ; his doctrines were

suiBciently startling. "We also find him, on the strength of

that success, soliciting permission of the Oxford Senate to

profess openly. With his usual arrogance he styles himself,

in this address, as a ' doctor of a more perfect theology, and

professor of a purer wisdom,' than was there taught. Strange

* ' Andatp in Oxonia e fatcvi raccontar le cose intravenute al Xolano quando

pubblicamente disputo con que' dottori in teologia in prcsenza del Principe Alasco

Polaoco, et altri de la nobilitu inglese ! Fateri dire come si sapea rispondere a gli

argomenti, come resto per quindici sillogismi quindici volte qual puleino entro la

stoppa quel porero dottor, ehe come il corifeo de 1' accademia ne puosero avanti in

questa grave occasione ! Fatevi dire con quanta incivilita e diseortesia proeedea

quel porco, e con quanta pazienza et umanita quell' altro, che in fatto mostrava

essere Napoletano, nato et allevato sotto piii beuigno eielo ! '

—

La Com de le Centri :

Bbtjno: 0pp. Ital. li. 179.



100 THE RISE OF POSITIVE SflEXCE.

as it may appear, permission was gi*anted
;
probably because

he had the patronagfe of Elizabeth. He lectured on cosmology,

also on the immortality of the soul : a doctrine which he

maintained, not upon the principles of Aristotle, but iipon

those of the Nco-Platonists, who regarded this life as a brief

struggle, a sort of agony of death, through which the soul

must pass ere it attains to the sjjlondour of existence in the

eternal and nnivcrsal life : the conviction of our future

existence is given in the deep luiquenchable desire which

is within us to unite ourselves with God, and to quit this

miserable sphere for the glorious regions of Eternity. No
doubt he preached this doctrine with stirring eloquence ; but

it must have sounded very heterodox in the ears of that wise

conclave—styled by Bruno * a constellation of jjedants, whose

ignorance, presumption, and rustic rudeness would have ex-

hausted the patience of Job ;
' and they soon put an end to

his lectures.

We have already indicated the protection wIulIi Elizjibeth

accorded him, and which he repaid by adulation, extravagant

enough, but which was then the cnn-ent style in speaking of

royalty ; and it should not be forgotten that this praise of a

Protestant Queen was not among the least of his crimes in

the eyes of his accusers. Still, even Elizabeth could not pro-

t4'ct a heretic ; and Bruno's audacious eloquence roused such

opposition that he was forced to quit England. He returned

to Paris, once more to court the favour of the Qnartier Latin.

He obtained pennission to open a public disi>utation on the

Physics of Aristotle. For three successive days did this dis-

pute continue, in which the great questions of nature, the uni-

verse, and the rotation of the earth were discussed. Bruno had

thrown aside the veil, and presented his opinions naked to the

gaze. His impetuous onslaught upon established opinions

produced the natural result ; he was forced again to fly.

We next find him in Germany, carrj'ing the spirit of

innovation into its august universities. In July, 1.58G, he

matriculated as theolofjioe doctor Romanrnsis in the university

of Marburg, in Hesse ; but permission to teach philosophy
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was refused liiui oh arduas causas. Whereupon lie insulted

the Rector in his own house, created a disturbance, and

insisted that his name should be struck off from the list of

members of the university. lie set off for Wiirtemberg.

His reception in this centre of Lutheranism was so grati-

O'i"o> t^'""-* lie styled Wiirtemberg the Athens of Germanj-.

' Your justice,' he writes to the Senate, * has refused to listen

to the insinuations circulated against my character and my
opinions. You have with admirable impartiality permitted

me to attack with vehemence that philosophy of Aristotle

which you prize so highly.' For two j'ears did he teach thei'e

with noisy popularity, yet on the whole with tolerable pru-

dence in not speaking against the peculiar views of Luther-

anism. He even undertook a defence of Satan ; but whether

in that spirit of pity which moved Burns, or whether in the

spirit of buffoonery which delights to play with awful subjects,

we have no means of ascertaining. He did not offend his

audience, in whatever spirit he treated the subject.

Here, then, in Wiirtemberg, with admiring audiences and

free scope for discussion, one might fancy he would be at

rest. Why should he leave so enviable a position '? Simply

because he was not a man to i-est in ease and quiet. He was

possessed with the spirit of a reformer, and this urged him to

carry his doctrines into other cities. Characteristic of his

audacity is the next step he took. From Wiirtemberg he

went to Prague ; from the centre of Lutheranism to the

centre of Catholicism ! In this he had reckoned too much
on his own powers. He met with neither sympathy nor

supjjort in Prague. He then passed on to Helmstadt, where

his fame having preceded him, the Duke of Brunswick con-

ferred upon him the honourable charge of educating the

hereditary Duke. Here again, if he had consented to remain

quiet, he might have been what the world calls successful

;

but he was troubled with convictions—things so impedi-

mental to success !—and these drew down upon him a sentence

of excommunication. He justified himself, indeed, and the

sentence was removed ; but he was not suffered to remain
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in Helmstadt; so he passed to Frankfort, and there in

quiet retirement published three of his Latin works. He
there found employment in the printing-house of Weichels,

and lodged in the Carmelite monastery, whose prior greatly

admired his genius and learning, though somewhat dubious

as to his religious opinions. One of the many visitors to the

Frankfort fair was a Venetian bookseller named Ciotto, who

not only learned to kuow Bruno, but carried back with him

to Venice such a report of his wonderful genius that it

inflamed the curiosity of young Mocenigo—one of the family

bearing that reno^vTled name, but having none of the qualities

which created the renown. Mocenigo having conceived the

idea that Bruno could impart to him mysterious and valuable

secrets, which were only vaguely indicated in Lully's arts

printed in his pages, invited him to be his guest at Venice.

With inexplicable precipitation Bruno at once quitted Frank-

fort (in the spring of 1591), and took up his abode in the

palace of his young admirer. The disaj^pointment on both

sides was rapid. Mocenigo, either because irritated by

Bruno's ill-concealed contemiit of his abilities, or because he

could get none of the expected illumination, denounced him

to the Inquisition as a reprobate and heretic. The whole

story is set forth by Signor Berti from unquestionable docu-

ments, and is one of surprising baseness.

AVe have the whole of the trial before the Inquisition cir-

cumstantially reported. There seems to have been no unfair-

ness ; and Bruno answered with singular frankness, both as to

his life and his opinions. He did not deny that many things

in his writings were contrary to the Catholic faith, and that

he may have often expressed himself so as to cause scandal

;

but he added—and this is thoroughly in the spirit of the

time—'these things were never spoken by me ex professo,

to impugn the Catholic faith, but were only in reference to

philosophic arguments, or in illustration of heretical opinions.'

He emphatically denied having ridiculed the Apostles, or

spoken of Christ with ribaldry, but avowed that his meta-

physical opinions respecting the Trinity were not in harmony
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with tliose of the Church. ' I do not think I ever argued on

the incarnation, though I have indeed privately doubted how

the Word could become flesh.' A bold avowal iu such a

place ! What is s^jecially noticeable here is the emphatic

statement on his part that his arguments bad oidy a meta-

physical bearing, and that for himself he not only submits to

the dogmatic theology of the Church, but that he disavows,

abhors, and repents of all the erroneous opinions he may

have expressed, and all the doubts he may have felt.* To a

modern this appears unworthy equivocation. To a philo-

sopher of that day it was a legitimate distinction. From

the moment when Reason endeavoured in her way to solve

the problems which had been abeady solved by the Church,

such a distinction was forced upon all minds not prepared

to disavow and altogether set aside the teaching of the

Church. It is the same now with regard to positive Science,

the conclusions of which, though flagrantly at variance with

the express dogmas of the Church, are hospitably entertained

in the minds of devoted servants of the Church. A striking

example of the incongruity in earlier times is seen in the

open profession of a disbelief in the immortality of the soul

as a philosophical doctrine, on the part of public professors

who nevertheless stood by the dogma of immortality.f

Bruno then, not wishing to be a victim, may have availed

himself of the current equivocation without forfeiture of self-

respect. He avowed his heresies, but declared his willing-

ness to submit. It was the same with Galileo. Lovers of

coincidences will find a piquant illustration in the fact that

at the very moment when Bruno was thrown into prison,

Galileo opened his course of mathematics at Padua.

Bruno's arrest was no sooner effected than intimation of it

* '
. . . detesta ed abhorre tiitti li errori che ha commessi sino al presentt! giorno

pertinenti alia vita eatholica, et tutte le heresie che ha tenute et li dubbi ehe ha

a^^lti intorno alia ffde eatholica et alle cose determinate daUa santa Chiesa.'—

Berti : Op. cit. p. 263.

t See this illustrated in great detail in the able and instructive work of Fhancesco

FioKENTiNO, recently published : Pietro Pomponaz:i ; studi storici sti la scuola

Bolonacse e Paduvana del secolo XVI. Florence, 1868.
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was sent to the Grand Inquisitor San Severino, at Rome,

who ordered that the prisoner should be sent to him, nnder

escort, on the first opportunity. Thomas Morosini presented

himself before the Savi of Venice, and demanded, in the

name of his Eminence, that Bruno should be delivered up

to him. ' That man,' said he, ' is not only a heretic, but au

heresiarch. He has written works in which he highly lauds

the Queen of England, and other heretical princes. He has

written diverse things touching religion, which are contrary

to the faith.' After some hesitation the request was granted,

and granted, it would seem, in conformity with Bruno's own

wish. On the IGth January lo9o (not 1508, as biographers

have uniformly stated) he w;is transferred to the lloman

prison. There he remained seven years. Why he remained

80 long a period uncondemned is a mystery. It may have

been in the hope of extorting a retractation of the one heresy

which seems to have been the direst offence, namely his

opinion of the plurality of worlds. He had shown in Venice

a willingness to submit himself to the Church on all points

of dogma—would he not here submit to the Church on this

point of science ? Galileo, subsequentlj-, availed himself of the

subterfuge. Bruno refused. Finding him insensible to their

threats and to their logic, they brought him, on the 9th of

February, to the palace of San Severino ; and there, in the

presence of the cardinals and most illustrious theologians,

he was forced to kneel and receive the sentence of excom-

munication. That sentence passed, he was handed over to

the secular authorities, with a recommendation of a ' punish-

ment as merciful as possible, and without effusion of blood

'

—nt quam clcmeniissivie et citra saiKjuinis effusionem imnirctw,

—the atrocious formula for burning alive.

Calm and dignified was the bearing of the victim during

the whole of this scene. It impressed even his persecutors.

On hearing his sentence, one phrase, alone disturbed the

unalterable serenity of his demeanour. Raising his head with

haughty superiority, he said, ' I suspect you pronounce this
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sentence with more fear than I receive it.'* A delay of one

week was accorded to him, in the expectation that fear might

force a retractation ; but the week expired, and Bruno re-

mained immovable.

On the 17th February 1600, when the streets of Rome
Avere crowded for the Jubilee, and no less than fifty cardinals

were present, the crowd of pilgrims from many nations come

to implore forgiveness of their sins, the stubborn sinner

who would not disavow the hon-ible heresy of a plurality

of worlds, which he had deduced from the C'o2:iernican

hypothesis, was led to the stake erected in the Campo di

Flora, near the ancient theatre of Pompej'. The fagots

were lighted, while the hushed crowd looked on, many still

hoping he would retract. In a little while the wind scattered

the ashes of the resolute thinker, who in the martyr spirit,

self- sustained and silent, welcomed death as the appointed

passage to a higher life.

' Fendo i cieli e a 1' infiuifo m' ergo.'

Bruno perished the victim of theological stupidity and

self-applauding intolerance. It is impossible to read of such

a punishment without strong indignation and disgust. There

are, indeed, no pages in the annals of mankind which we

would more willingly blot out, than those upon which fanati-

cism has written its bloody history. Frivolous as have often

been the pretexts for shedding blood, none are more abhor-

rent to us than those founded upon religious diiferences.

Surely the question of religion is awful enough in itself.

Men have the deepest possible interest in ascertaining the

truth of it : and if they cannot read the problem aright by

the light of their own convictions, will it be made more

legible by the light of an auto-da-fe'^ Tolerance is still far

from being a general virtue ; but what scenes of struggle, of

violence, and of persecution has the world passed through,

* ' Maggior tiiuorc provatc vol nel pronunciar la sciitc/ica contro di me, chc non

io ncl riceverla.'
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before even the present modicum of tolerance could be

gained ! In the sixteenth century, free thought was a crime.

The wisest men were bitterly intolerant ; the mildest, cruel.

Campanella tells us that he was fifty times imprisoned, and

seven times put to the torture, for daring to think otherwise

than those in power. It was an age of persecution. That

which made it so bloody was the vehemence of the struggle

between the old world and the new—between thought and

established dogma—between science and tradition. In every

part of Europe—in Rome itself—men uprose to utter their

new doctrines, and to shake off the chains which enslaved

human intellect. It was the first great crisis in modern

history, and we read its progress by the bonfires lighted in

every to^vn. The glare of the stake reddened a sky illumined

by the fair auroral light of Science.

Did Bruno desen-e to die ? According to the notions of

that age, he certainly did ; though historians have, singu-

larly enough, puzzled themselves in the search after an ade-

quate motive for so severe a punishment. He had praised

heretical princes; he had reasoned philosoiihically on matters

of faith—properly the subjects of theology ; ho had proclaimed

liberty of thought and investigation ; he had refused to attend

Mass ; he had repeated many buffooneries then circulating,

which threw contempt upon sacred things ; finally, he had

taught a system of Pantheism, which was altogether

opposed to Christianity. He had done all this. But others

before, and others afterwards, did this, yet escaped. He
perished because he disputed the iufiillibility of the Church

on points of Science, and taught that this Earth of ours on

which the Saviour had been crucified, this Earth which the

Church rided, was not the jnvot of the universe, was not

the only world revolving in infinite space. Accordingly, the

flames (as Scioppius sarcastically wrote in describing the

execution to a friend) ' carried him to those worlds which

he imagined.'

' As men die, so they walk among posterity,' is the felicitous

remark ofMonckton Milnes; and Bruno, like many other men,
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is better remembered for his death tlian for anything he did

whUe living. The sentence which consumed his body has

embalmed his name. He Iniew it would be so—' La morte

d' un secolo fa vivo in tutti gli altri.'

Considered as a system of philosophy, we cannot hesitate

in saying that Bruno's has only an historical, not an intrinsic

value. Its condemnation is written in the fact of its neglect.

But taken historically, his works are very curious, and still

more so when we road them with a biographical interest

;

for they not only illustrate the epoch, they exhibit the man,

—

exhibit his impetuosity, recklessness, vanity, imagination,

buffoonery, his thoroughly Neapolitan character, and his

sincere love of truth. Those who wish to see grave subjects

treated with dignity, will object to the licence he allows him-

self, and will have no tolerance for the bad taste he so often

displays. But we should rather look upon these works as the

rapid productions of a restless athlete—as the improvisations

of a full, ardent, but irregular mind, in an age when taste

was less fastidious than it has since become. If Bruno min-

gled buffooneries and obscenities with grave and weighty

topics, he therein only follows the general licence of that age

;

and we must extend to him the same forgiveness as to Bembo,

Ariosto, Tansillo, and the rest. Plato himself is not wholly

exempt from the same defect.

In adopting the form of dialogue, Bruno also followed the

taste of his age. It is a form eminently suited to polemical

subjects ; and all his works were polemical. It enabled him

to ridicule by turns the pedants, philosophers, and theolo-

gians ; and to enunciate certain doctrines which even his

temerity would have shrunk from, had he not been able to

place them in the mouth of another. He makes his dialogues

far more entertaining than works of metaphysics usually are

;

and this he does by digressions, by ridicule, by eloquence, and

a liberal introduction of sonnets. Sometimes his very viva-

city becomes wearisome. The reader is stunned and bewil-

dered by the remorseless torrent of substantives and epithets

which pours from his too prolific pen. There is nobody to
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rival him, but Eabolais, in this flux of words.* His groat

butts are the clerj^y, and the philosophers. He reproaches

the former with ignorance, avarice, hj-pocrisy, and the desire

to stifle enquiiy and prolong the reign of ignorance. The

philosojiihors he reproaches with blind adherence to authox'ity,

with stujjid reverence for Aristotle and Ptolemy, and with

slavish imitation of antiquity. It should be observed that he

does not so much decry Aristotle, as the idolatry' of Aristotle.

t

Against the podaTitry of that pedantic age ho is always hurl-

ing his thunders. ' If,' says he, iu one place, characterising

the pedant, ' he laughs, he calls himself Democritus ; if he

weeps, it is with Ueraclitus ; when he argues, he is Aristotle

;

when he combines chimeras, he is Plato ; when he stutters,

he is Demosthenes.* That Bruno's scorn sprang from no

misology, his own varied erudition proves. But while he

studied the ancients to extract from them such eternal truths

as were buried amidst a mass of error, they, the pedants, only

studied how to deck themselves in borrowed plumes.

Turning from manner to matter, we must assign to Bruno

a place in the history of philosophy, as .a successor of the

Neo-Platonists, and the precursor of Spinoza, Descartes,

Leibnitz, and Schelling. That Spinoza and Descartes were

actually conversant with the writings of Giordano Bruno

does not distinctly appear. Yet it is not to be disputed that

Bruno anticipated Spinoza in his conception of the imma-

nence of the Deity, in his famous natura naturans and natura

nalurata, and in his pantheistic theory of evolution. He
also anticipated Descartes' famous criterium of truth, viz.

that whatever is clear and evident to the mind, and does not

• To give the reader n taste of this quality, we will cite a Bentenco from the

dolieatory epistle to Gli Eroici Furori: ' Clie spettacoio, o Dio buono! piii vile e

ignobilc puA presentarsi ad uo occhio di terse sentimento, che un uomo cogitabundo,

afflitto, tormentato, triste, maninconioso, per divenir or frcddo, or ealdo, or forventc,

or tremante, or pallido, or rosso, or in mina di pcrplusso, or in atto di risoluto, un

che spcnde il miglior intcrrallo di t»Dipo destlilando I' elixir del eervoUo con

mettere scritto c sigillar in pubbtici monumenti quelle continue torture, que' gravi

tormenli, que' razionali discorsi, que' fatuosi pensieri, e quelli amarissimi studi,

destinati sotto la timnnide d' una indegna imbecille stolla e sozza sporcaria?'

Thus it continues for some fifty lines more!

—

0pp. Hal. ii. 299.

t Vide Oj>p. Hal. ii. 67, where this is explicitly stated.
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admit of contradiction, must be true ; and in his pi-oclama-

tion of Doubt as opi^osed to Authority, he thus insists upon

Doubt as the starting-point :
' Chi vuol jterfettamcnte giiidi-

care deve saper spogliarsi de la consuetudine di credere, deve

I' una e V Q,Ura contradittoria esistimare egualmente possibile, e

dismettere a fatto quell' affezione di eui e imhiheto da na-

tivita.' * Leibnitz was avowedly acquainted with Bruno's

works, and may have derived therefrom his theory of monads.

Schelling makes no secret of his obhgations.

There is another merit in Bruno which shoukl not be

overlooked, that, namely, of giving a strong impulse to the

study of Natiu-e. Occupied with sj'llogisms about entities

and quiddities, the philosophy of the Middle Ages had missed

the great truth that 'man is the minister and interpreter of

Nature.' Philosophy taught that the interpretation could

proceed only from within ; that men were to look into their

own minds to analyse, subdivide, and classify their own
ideas, instead of looking forth into Nature, and patiently

observing her processes.t Bruno was one of the first to call

men out into the free air. With his poetical instinct he

naturally looked on Nature as the great book for man to

read. He deified Nature ; and looked upon the Universe as

the garment of God, as the incarnation of the divine activity.

Let not this be misunderstood, however. If Bruno em-

braced the Copernican theory, and combated the general

physics of his day, he is not on that account to be mistaken

for a follower of scientific Method. He espoused the

correct view of the earth's sphericity and rotation ; but he

did so on the faith of his metaphysical theories, not on

rigorous induction.

// Bruno's creed was Pantheisiu. In many passages he names

and alludes to Avicebron, whose Fons Vitce he had studied

with great sympathy, and from whom he may have borrowed

* De r Infinito Univcrso c Mondi: 0pp. Hal. ii. 84.

t It is of them Telesio pnergetically says: 'Sed veluti cum Deo de sapienfia

contendentes deeertantesque, miindi ipsius principia et eausas ratione inquirere

ausi, et qii.ie non iiirenerant, inventa ea sibi esse existiraantes, voleiitesquc, veluti

suo arbitratu, mundum alilusere.'

—

De Kenan Nutura, iu Prooem.
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certain pantheistic ideas. He taught that God was the Infinite

Intelligence, the Cause of causes, the Princijile of all life and

mind ; the great Activity, whose action we name the Universe.

But God did not create the vmiverse; he informed it with

life—with being. He is the universe ; but only a§ the cause

is the efiFect, sustaining it, causing it, but not limited by it.

He is self-existing, yet so essentially active as incessantly to

manifest himself as a Cause. Between the supreme Being

and the inferior beings dependent upon him, there is this

distinction : He is absolutely simple, without parts ; he is

one whole, identical and universal ; whereas the others are

mere individual parts, distinct from the great Whole. Above

and beyond the visible universe there is an Infinite Invisible,

—an immovable, unalterable Identity, which rules over all

diversity. This Being of Beings, this Unity of Unities, is

God :
' Deus est monadum monas, nempe entium entitas.'

Bruno says, that although it is impossible to conceive Na-

ture separated from God, we can conceive God separated from

Nature. The infinite Being is the essential centre and sub-

stance of the universe, but he is above the essence and sub-

stance of all things: he is superesgentialin, gnpersuhstantialis.

Thus we cannot conceive a thought independent of a mind,

but we can conceive a mind apart frond any one thought.

The universe is a thought of God's mind—nay more, it is the

infinite activity of his mind. To suppose the world finite is

to limit his power. ' Wherefore should we imagine that the

Divine activity (ladivina rjficacia) is idle? Wherefore should

we say that the Divine goodness, which can communicate

itself ad infinitum, and infinitely diffuse itself, is willing to

restrict itself? Why should his infinite capacity be frus-

trated—defrauded of its possibility to create infinite worlds?

And why should we deface the excellence of the Divine

image, which should rather i-eflect itself in an infinite mirror,

as his nature is infinite and immense?'*

Bruno admits the existence of only one intelligence, and that

* Def Infni/o: Oi>p. Hal. ii. 2-1.
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is God.* Est Deus in nobis. This intelligence, whicli is perfect

in God, is less perfect in inferior spirits ; still less so iii man ;

more and more imperfect in the lower gradations of created

beings. But all these differences are differences of degree, not

of kind. The inferior order of beings do not understand them-

selves, but they have a sort of language. In the superior

orders of beings, intelligence arrives at the point of self-

consciousness—they understand themselves, and those below

them. Man, who occupies the middle position in the

hierarchy of creation, is capable of contemplating every

phasis of life. He sees God above him—he sees around him

traces of the divine activity. These traces, which attest the

immutable order of the universe, constitute the soul of the

world. To collect them, and connect them with the Being

whence they issue, is the noblest function of the human

mind. Bruno further teaches that, in proportion as man
labours in this direction, he discovers that these traces, spread

abroad in nature, do not differ from the ideas which exist in

his own mind.f He thus arrives at the perception of the

identity between the soul of the world and his own soul, both

as reflections of the Divine intelligence. He is thus led to

perceive the identity of Subject and Object, of Thought and

Being^^
Such is the faint outline of a doctriue, to preach which

Bruno became a homeless wanderer and a martyi*; as he

loftUy says, ' Con questa filosofia 1' anima mi s' aggrandisce,

e mi si magnifica V intclletto.'

In five dialogues, La Cena de le Ceneri, he combats the

• De Moegan (Co?npanion to the Almanack, 1855) says :
' Among the versions

of the cause of Bruno's death is atheism : but this word was very often used to

denote rejection of revelation, not merely in the common course of dispute, but by

such writers, for instance, as Brucker and Morhof. Thus Morhof says of the De

Monade, cjr., that it exhibits uo manifest signs of atheism. What he means by tlie

word is clear enough, when he thus speaks of a work which acknowledges God in

hundreds of places, and rejects opinions as blasphemous in several.'

t 'Elp.: What is the purpose of the senses?—Fil.: Solely to excite the

reason; to indicate the truth, but not to judge of it. Truth is in the sensible

object as in a mirror ; in the reason, as a matter of argument ; in the intellect,

as a principle and conclusion ; but in the mind it lias its true and proper form.'

—De I' Infinito, p. IS.
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hypothesis of the world's immobility
;
proclaims the infinity

of the uniyerse, and warns us against seeking its centre or

circumference. He enlarges on the difference between ap-

pearances and reality in celestial phenomena; argues that

our globe is made of the same substance as the other jjlanets,

and that everything which is, is living, so that the world may
be likened to a huge animal.* In this work he also answers

liis objectors, who bring against his system the authority of

Sci-ipture, exactly in the same way as modern geologists

answer the same objection, viz. by declaring that the reve-

lation in the Bible was a moral, not a physical revelation

:

it did not pretend to teach science, but, on the contrary,

adopted ordinary notions, and expressed itself in the language

intelligible to the vulgar.t In this work there are some digres-

sions more than usually iuteresting to us, because they refer

to the social condition of England duruig Elizabeth's reign.

The two works, De la Causa and De V Injinito, contain the

most matured and connected exposition of his philosophical

opinions. As our space will not admit of an analysis, we

must refer to the one given by M. Bartholmess.J The

Spaccio de la Bestia Trionfante is the most celebrated of all

his writings. It was translated by Toland, in 1713, who

printed only a very few cojiies, as if wishing it to fall into the

hands of only a few choice readers. The very title has been

a sad puzzle to the world, and has led to the strangest

suppositions. The ' Triumphant Beast,' which Bruno under-

takes to expel, is none other than this : ancient astronomy

disfigured the heavens with animals as constellations, and

under guise of expelling these, he attacks the great beast

(Superstition) whose predominance causes men to believe that

* An idea borrowed from Plato, who, in the Tiirueun, Sfiys, O0Ta?s oZv l^ icara

K6yoy rhv fiKirra 5e7 Ktyfiv T^vZt riiv K^trfiov Cv^'^ tfi^vxov tvvovv t€ rp k\ri6iia hia.

tJik toD flfoD ffviaSai TrpSyouw.—p. 20, cd. Bkkkkii. Conipiire also Polilkus, p.

273. BuiNO may have taken this directly from Plato, or he might have learned

it from the work of his countryman, Tklesio, Vi: lierum Nutura.

t 'Secondo il senso volgaro et ordinario modo di comprendere e parlare.' The
whole of the early portion of Dialogue 4 (in which this distinction ie maintained)

ia worth consulting.

—

Opcre, i. 172 sq.

X Bautholme-ss : Jordano Bruno, ii. 128-154.



GIOItDAXO P.RUXO. 11.".

the stars infjuence human affairs. In his Cahala del Cavallo

Perjmeo, he sarcixstically calls the ass 'la bestia trionfante

viva,' and indites a sonnet in praise of that respectable quad-

ruped :

'Oh sant" asinita, sanl' iguoranza,

Santa stoltizia, e pia divozione,

Qual sola puoi far 1' animo si buono

Ch' uman ingegoo c studio iion 1' avanza '. '&c.

The Spnccio is an attack upon the superstitions of the day,

—

a Avar against ignorance, and 'that orthodoxy without

morality, and without belief, which is the ruin of all justice

and virtue.' Bruno fancifully calls Morality ' the astronomy

of the heart;' did not Bacon call it 'the Georgics of the

mind '? The Spaccio is a strange medley of learning,

imagination, and buffoonery ; and on the whole, perhaps the

most tiresome of all his writings. M. Bartholmess, whose

admiration for Bi-uno greatly exceeds my own, says of it:

' The mythology and symbolism of the ancients are there

employed with as much tact as erudition. The fiction that

the modern world is still goveraed by Jupiter and the court

of Olympus, the mixture of reminiscences of chivalry, and

the marvels of the middle ages, ynth. the tales and traditions

of antiquity—all those notions which have given birth to

the philosoiihy of mythologj', of religions, and of history

—the Vices and the Creuzers—this strange medley makes

the Spaccio so interesting. The philosopher there speaks the

noble language of a moralist. As each virtue in its turn

appears to replace the vices which disfigm-e the heavens, it

learns from Jupiter all it has to do, all it has to avoid : all its

attributes are enumerated and explained, and mostly personi-

fied in the allegorical vein ; all the dangers and excesses it is

to avoid are characterised with the same vigour. Every page

reveals a rare talent for psychological observation, a pi-ofouud

Icnowledge of the heart, and of contemporary society. The

passions are subtly analysed and well painted. That which

still more captivates the thoughtful reader is the sustained

style of this long fiction, which may be regaided as a sort of

philosophic sermon. Truth and wisdom, justice and candour,

VOL. II. I
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take the place in the future now occupied by error, folly, and

falsehood of every species. In this last respect the S^mccio

has sometimes the style of the Ai^ocalypse.'

Without impugning the justice of this criticism, I must

add, that the Spaccio taxes even a bookworm's patience, and

ought to be read with a liberal license in skipping.

Perhaps, of all his writings, Gli Eroici Fnrori is that which

would most interest a modern reader, not curious about the

philosophical speculations of the Neapolitan. Its prodigality

of sonnets, and its mystic exaltation, carry us at once into

the heart of that epoch of Italian culture when poetry and

Plato were the great studies of earnest men. In it Bruno,

avowing himself a disciple of Petrarch, proclaims a Donna

more exalted than Laura, more adorable than all earthly

beauty : that Donna is the imperishable image of Divine

Perfection. It is imworthy of a man, he says, to languish

for a woman ; to sacrifice to her all those energies and

faculties of a great soul, which might be devoted to the pur-

suit of the Divine. Wisdom, which is truth and beauty in

one, is the idol adored by the genuine hero. Love woman if

you will, but remember that you are also a lover of the

Infinite. Tnith is the food of every heroic soul ; hunting

for Truth the only occupation worthy of a hero.* The

reader of Plato will trace here a favourite image ; and was it

not Berkeley who described Truth as ' the cry of all, but the

game few run down ' ?

* See, in particular, the fine passage, Opp. Hal. ii. 40C-7.
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FIEST ErOCH.

Philosvjihy aijain separates itself from Theology, and
seeks the aid of Science.

CHAPTER I.

BACON AND DESCAIiTES.

IN the evolution of Philosopliy, as in the evolution of an
organism, it is impossible to fix with anj precision a

period of origin, because every beginning is also a termination,

and resumes the results of a whole series of preceding evolu-

tions. As Mr. Spedding felicitously says, om- Philosophy
' was born aboiit Bacon's time, and Bacon's name (as the

brightest which presided at the time of its bii-th) has been

inscribed upon it

:

Hesperus that led

Tlio stan-y host rode brightest.

Not that Hesperus did actually lead the other stars ; he and

they were moving under a common force, and they would

have moved just as fast if he had been away ; but because he

shone brightest, he looked as if he led them.' * Bacon and

Descartes are generally recognised as the Fathers of Modern
Philosoijhy, though they themselves were carried along by

the rapidly-swelling current of their age, then decisively

setting in the direction of Science. It is their glory to have

seen visions of the coming greatness, to have expressed in

* Bacon's Worts, 185", I. 374.

J 2
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terms of splendid power the thoiigbts wliicli were dimly

stin-ing the age, and to have sanctioned the new movement

by their authoritative genins. The destruction of Scholasti-

cism was complete. Tliey came to direct the construction of

a grander temple.

There are in these two thinkers certain marked features of

resemblance, and others of difference equally marked. Wo
see their differences most strikingly in their descendants.

From Bacon lineally descended Hobbes, Locke, Diderot,

D'Alembert, Condillac, Cabanis, our Scotch School, niid

Comte. From Descartes descended Spinoza, Malebranche,

Leibnitz, Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel. The Inductive

Method predominated in the one school, the Deductive in

the other. Tbcse differences we shall recognise more fully

later on : at present we may fix our minds on the two great

points of resemblance : 1st, the decisive separation of Philo-

sophy from Theology ; 2nd, the promulgation of a new

Method.

There have been discussions respecting Bacon's orthodoxy

which I do not meddle with here, since, whether his occa-

sional declarations were sincere, or were only the lip-homage

which men in those days paid the Church, nothing is more

certain than that he quietly excluded Theology from his

scheme, telling the King why he did so. ' If I proceed to

treat of it, I shall step out of the bark of human reason, and

enter into the ship of the Church ; which is only able by the

Divine compass to rightly direct its course. Neither will the

stars of philosophy which have hitherto so nobly shone upon

us, any longer supply their light, so that on this subject it

will be as well to keep silence.' * Again, ' Sacred Theology

ought to be derived from the word and oracles of God, and

not from the light of nature or the dictates of human

reason.' And in the corresponding part of the Advancement of

Learning, he says : ' The use of human reason in religion is

of two sorts : the former in the conception and apprehension

of the mysteries of God to us revealed ; the other in the

* Ve Aur/mai/if, bonk ix. c. 1.
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inferring and deriving of doctrine and direction thereupon.

Tlie former extendeth to the mysteries themselves, but how ?

by way of illustration, not by way of argument.' *

The spirit of his Philosophy was antagonistic to Theology,

for it was a spirit of doubt and search ; and its search was

for visible and tangible results. Neither the ingenuities of

logicians, nor the passionate earnestness of theologians,

in that age of logicians and theologians, conld lure him

from his path. ' He lived in an age,' says Lord Macaulay,

' in which disputes on the most subtle points of divinity

excited an intense interest throughout Europe, and nowhere

more than in England. He was placed in the very thick

of the conflict. He was in power at the time of the Synod of

Port, and must for months have been daily deafened with

talk about election, reprobation, and final perseverance

;

yet we do not remember a line in his works from which

it can be inferred that he was either a Calvinist or an

Arminian. While the world was resounding with the noise

of a disputatious theology and a disputatious philosophy,

the Baconian School, like AUworthy seated between

Thwackum and Square, preserved a calm neutrality, half

scornful, half benevolent, and, content with adding to the

sum of practical good, left the war of words to those who
liked it.'

Descartes, though his constitutional timidity suppressed

everything like overt hostility against the Church, was not

less emphatically opposed to the theological spirit. He dis-

engaged Philosophy from Theology by treating it as an

independent topic, and by treating it on a Method which was

in its essence destructive of all Theology, for it proceeded on

a basis of absolute Doubt. The reign of Authority was

proclaimed at an end. All the notions, all the hypotheses,

all the beliefs which had filled the perplexed soul were to be

ejected, and a new beginning was to be made from absolute

Doubt, nothing accepted till it was proved, nothing proved by

authorities, but all by reasons. The clearance here was more

« Wor/:s, iii. 479.
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than a clearance from scholastic argnraentation and Aris-

totelian tradition, it was a sweeping away of all Authority

whatever, succeeded by the installation of Reason as supreme

arbiter. Nay, he went beyond Bacon in this respect, since he

wished to introduce Reason even into the domain of Theo-

logy :
' I have always thought,' he says in the dedication of

his Meditations to the Sorbonne, ' that the two questions of

the existence of God and tlie nature of the soul (two ques-

tions Bacon wisely left untouched) were the chief of those

which ought to be demonstrated ratlier by iihilosophy tiian

by theology ; for although it is sufficient for us, the faithful,

to believe in God and that the soul does not perish with the

body, it certainly docs not seem possible ever to persuade the

infidels to any religion, nor hardly to any moral virtue, unless

we first prove to them these two things by natural reason.'

While thus encroacliing on the domain of Theology, ho

allowed no theological encroachments on Philosophy ; and in

promulgating his hyijothesis of the vortices, he remarks that

although we know for certain that God created the world at

once, yet it would be of eminent interest to see how the

world might have been evolved. Having protected himself

by ihis precaution oratoire, he proceeds with his hypothesis,

and explains the world wholly without reference to God. In

like manner God is assumed as the first cause of motion, but

his presence is never afterwards indicated.

The separation of Philosophy from Theology is made em-

phatic in the rejection of Final Causes by both Bacon and

Descartes. The latter says, ' Nous rejettero7is entierement de

notre philosophic la recherche des causes finales; car nous ne

devons pas tant presumer de nous-memcs que de croire que

Dien nous ait voulu faire part de ses conseils ;
' and again :

' Tout ce genre de causes qu'on a coutume de tirer de la fin

n'est d'aucun usage dans les choses phj'siques et naturelles.'

He left them for theologians, declaring that in Phj'sics, where

every conclusion must rest on solid grounds, the appeal to

final causes is inept.

But perhaps the most effective of all the novelties was tlie

I
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effort of Descartes to explain the sj'stem of tlie world by

Matter and Motion ouly, thus quietly setting aside all causes

and metaphysical entities which had hitherto been invoked.

The hyjjothesis of vortices was indeed soon disclosed to be

untenable ; but the scientific attitude from which that hypo-

thesis jiroceeded was never afterwards relinquished. It was

a bold attempt at the ajiplication of the Objective Method,

and was only defective in its restriction to Cosmology, and

its exclusion of Biology, which was still left to the Subjective

Method, as I shall pi-esently notice.

The second point on which Bacon and Descartes resemble

each other is in their conception of the results to be achieved

by a totally new Method. Coming as they did on the top of

the revolutionary wave which had washed away the old

methods, seeing as they saw the striking results of physical

research, and foreseeing yet more glorious conquests from the

spirit which achieves those results, they yielded themselves

to the pleasant illusion that a new Method would rapidl}'

solve all problems. Bacon, as the more magnificent and

imaginative mind, had grander visions, and more enthusiastic

faith ; but Descartes also firmly believed that the new Method

was to do wonders. Indeed, it is interesting to note how

these great intellects seem quite unconscious of their indi-

vidual superiority, and are ready to suppose that their

Method will equalise all intellects. It reminds us of Sydney

Smith maintaining that any man might be witty if he tried.

Descartes aflirms that ' it is not so essential to have a fin e

understanding as to apply it rightly. Those who walk

slowly make greater progress if they foUow the right road

than those who run swiftly on a wrong one.' To the same

effect Bacon :
' A cripple on the right path will beat a racer on

the wrong one.' This is true enough, but is beside the ques-

tion. Equipped with good or bad instruments, the superiority

of one worker over another is always made manifest ; and it

is precisely in the right use of a good Method that the

scientific genius is called upon for its delicate and patient

skill.



CHAPTEE II.

BACOX.

rfTO the vexed questions of Bacon's conduL't l)<)tli with

regard to Essex and with regard to bribeiy, I cixnnot enter

here ; but referring the curious to his biograjihers and critics,

I will simply note that he was born in 1561 ; was educated at

Trinity College, Cambridge, where he learned to distrust the

Aristotelianism of his masters, and planned his own vast

scheme of reform ; went to Paris ; sat in Parliament as mem-
ber for Middlesex ; was successively appointed of the Privy

Council, and Lord Chancellor; was created Viscount Verulani;

was impeached and condemned for corruption as a judge

;

and died in the spring of 1G2G. ' For my name and menior}','

said the dying man, ' I leave it to men's charitable sjjeeches,

and to foreign nations, and the next age.'

Posterit}^ has been generous ; the fame of Bacon is im-

mense. Admirers have not always been unanimous as to his

special claims; but there has been no lack of enthusiasm, no

questioning of his genius. He has been lauded for achieve-

ments in which he had no part, and has been adorned with

titles to which he had doubtful ijretensions ; while his most

important services have been overlooked. But the general

recognition of his greatness, and our national pride in it, have

not prevented certain attacks on his reputation, which have

been answered in a rather angry sj)irit ; and thus from one

cause and another there is great difficulty in arriving at any

candid and thorough appreciation of the work he did. It

seems to some persons that Bacon did very little in rising

against the philosophy of his day, and pointing out a new
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ivdih ; and to others it seems that he did nothing of the

kind. But whoever looks closely into the writings of Bacon's

predecessors will see that what now seems obvious and trivial,

was then startling and important. As M. Remusat felicitously

says, ' il fallait du genie pour avoir ce bon sens.'* And to

those who deny that Bacon did head the revolution, I would

oppose not simply the testimony of nearly three centuries,

but the testimony of Gassendi, who, both as contemporary and

a foreigner, was capable of judging the effect then pi-oduced.f

It is indeed apparent to any one familiar with the writings of

some of Bacon's immediate predecessors, especially Galileo,

that there was little novelty in his denunciations of the

erroneous Method then popular, or in his exhortations to

pursue Observation, Experiment, and Induction. But it is not

less apparent that he had wider and profounder views of the

philosophy of Method than any of them, and that the popu-

lar opinion does not err in attributing to him the glory of

heading the new era.

In England he is commonly regarded as the Father of

Experimental Philosophy, and the originator of the Induc-

tive Method. Men profess themselves followers of the 'Baco-

nian Philosophy,' sometimes confounding that with a servile

attention to facts and a most unscientific scorn of theories
;

at other times implying that by the Baconian Method is to

be understood the one on which Science has successfully

been pursued. A rigorous investigation of Bacon's claims

will disclose that he was rather one who sounded the

trumpet-call than one who marshalled the troops. He
insisted on the importance of Experiment, but he could

not teach what he did not himself understand—the Experi-

mental Method. He exhorted men to study Nature ; biit

he could not give available directions for that study. He
had fervent faith in the possible conquests of Science

;

but never having thoroughly mastered any one science, he

* Kkmusat : Eacon, sa vie, son temps, sa j'kilosojjhic ct son influence. Paris,

1857, p. 400.

t Ctassis.ndi : Opera, 1C5S, i. G2.
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was incapable of appreciating the real couJitions of re-

search. He saw clearly enough the great truth that the pro-

gress of research must be gradual, but he did not see what

were the necessar}- grades, he did not see the kind of inquiries,

and the order they must follow, before discoveries could be

made. That he had really but vague and imjjerfect concep-

tions of Scientific Method is decisively shown by his con-

temptuous rejection of Copernicus, GalUeo, and Gilbert, and

by his own plan of an investigation into Heat. One sen-

tence alone would suffice to show this, namely, his sneer at

Copernicus as ' a man who thinks nothing of introducing

fictions of any kind into nature, provided his calculations

turn out well
:

' Bacon did not understand, what Cojwrnicus

profoundly saw, that the only value of an hypothesis was

its reconciliation of calculations with observations. In

his plan for an Inquisition into the Nature of Heat, we see

a total misconcejition of the scientific process : not only

does he set about it in a laboriously erroneous vfny, but he

seeks that which Science proclaims inaccessible, the nature

of heat. It is true that he arrives at an hypothesis which

bears some resemblance to the hypothesis now accepted,

namely, that heat is a mode of motion— ' an expansive and

restrained motion, modified in certain ways, and exerted in

the smaller particles of the body.' But those who have been

eager to credit him with an anticipation of modern views

on the strength of this definition, have overlooked the fact

that it is incapable of explaining a single process, includes

none of the ascertained laws of phenomena, and is itself an

example of the illicit generalization which Bacon elsewhere

condemns.* It was with some justification, therefore, that

Harvey, who knew what science was, and knew better than

most men how discoveries were made, said of him that he

wrote of science like a Lord Chancellor.

Indeed it is to mistake his position, and his greatness

altogether, to attribute his influence on Philosophy, which is

undeniable, to an influence on Science which is more than

* WuEWEi.L : riiilos. of Discover I/, p. 137.
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questionable. Bacon was a philosopher; but because with

him Philosophy, separating itself from the bondage of Theo-

logy, claimed to ally itself with Science, and sought its

materials in the generalities of Science, those writers who

have never made a very accurate distinction between the

two, but have confounded Philosophy with Metaphysics, and

Science with Physics, have naturally regarded Bacon as the

precursor of Newton, Laplace, Faraday, and Liebig. It is

in vain that critics oppose such a claim by asserting what is

undeniable, that the great discoveries in modern science

were neither made on Bacon's method,* nor under any

direct guidance from him—that Copernicus, Galileo, and

Kepler preceded him, that Harvey and Newton ignored

him—stanch admirers have their answer ready : they know
that Bacon was the herald of the new era, and they believe

that it was his trumpet-call which animated the troojis, and

led them to victory.

Nor can any one pretend to estimate the influence of such

a trumpet-call as Bacon's. He is one of the most striking

illustrations of that Literature of Power, of which mention

has already been made.f His distinguishing characteristic

is a large opulence of mind, at once massive and florid,

wide-sweeping and subtle ; and the main source of his

influence has been the dignity with which he invested the

objective mode of looking at things, a mode liable to degene-

rate into a creeping prosaism and trivial love of detail,

a mode wanting also in the attractions of a facile, though

illusory, subjective tendency, but the only mode of reaching

truth and consequently of securing the solid grandeur of

permanent results. Under Bacon's eloquent teaching men
began to see that they were working nobly, as well as

^vorking usefully, in limiting their researches to realities,

foregoing the delusive hopes of metaphysics, proceeding

* ' That this method is impracticable,' says Mr.Eixis, 'cannot, I think, be denied,

if we reflect not only that it never has produced any result, but also that tlie

process by which scientific truths have been established cannot be so presented as

even to appear to be in accordance with it.'

—

Bacon's Wor/^-s, i. 38.

t See vol. i. p. 225.
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cautiously, and cliccking the native impatience of the mind.

Galiltui, both by precept and example, had shown them a

victorious method of research : but Galileo did not dignify

that method in their eyes ; he did not raise it into Philo-

sophy. Bacon, weak in Science, was strong in the Philo-

sophj' which sought materials in Science.* There was, and

still is, an instinctive antagonism between ijhilosopliors and

savans : the philosoi^hers complaining that Science is too

narrow in its scope, the savans proclaiming that Philosophj'-

is too vague in its principles. Bacon was the first to con-

ceive a Philosophy of the Sciences. He did this when he

proclaimed that Physics was 'the mother of all the sciences.'

That this was greatly in advance of his age may be gathered

from the fact of its to this day remaining a heresy : the

notion of ethics and politics having the same methods, and

being susceptible of the same treatment as physics, is by the

majority looked upon as fanciful, if not absurd.

Speaking of the causes of errors in preceding philoso-

phers, Bacon says, ' A second cause of very great moment is

that through all those ages wherein men of genius and

learning principally or even moderately flourished, the small-

est part of human industry lias been spent upon natural

philosophy, though this ought to be esteemed as the great

mother of the sciences ; for all the rest, if torn from this root,

may perhaps be iiolished and formed for use, but can receive

little increase. . . .

' But let none expect any great promotion of the sciences,

especially in their effective part, unless natural j'hilosnphy be

drawn o^it to particular sciences ; and, again, unless these par-

ticular sciences he brought bach again to natural philosophy.

From this defect it is that astronomy, optics, music, many

mechanical arts, and what seems stranger, even moral and

* Haller well says :
' Bacon's Vcrgleicliung mit Galiliii ist hochst ungerecht ; der

letztere war freilicli ein besscrer Mathematikcr und Kenuer der Sterne ; aber er

war auf weuige Wissenschaften eingeschraukt, und Bacon iibersah sie alle wie ein

Wesen von einem hoheren Orden, nnd wic nocli Nipniand sie vor ihm angcselien

hattc' Cited by BuUMEK : Uchcr Francis Bacon von Verulam. Ei-langcn : 1 864,

p. 22.
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civil philosophy and logic, rise but little above the foundations,

and only skim over the varieties and surfaces of thing-s, viz.

because after these particular sciences are formed and divided

off, they are no longer nourished by natural philosophy, which

might give them strength and increase ; and therefore no

wonder if the sciences thrive not, when separated from their

roots.' *

By thus bringing Science out of its laboratories into the

general field of thought, and by bringing Philosophy out of

its Schools into the worlcshoiis of research, Bacon really intro-

duced the new era. Dr. Whewell well says that ' a revolution

was going on, as all the greatest physical investigators of the

sixteenth century were fully awai-e. But their writings con-

veyed this conviction to the public at large very slowly. Men
of letters, men of rank, men of the world did not become

familiar with the abstruse works in which these views were

published ; and above all they did not by such occasional

glimpses as they took of the state of physical science become

awai-e of the magnitude and importance of this change. But

Bacon's lofty eloquence, wide learning, comprehensive views,

bold pictures of the coming state of things, were fitted to make

men turn a far more general and earnest gaze upon the

passing change. When a man of his acquirements, of his

talents, of his rank and position, of his gravity and caution,

poured forth the strongest and loftiest expressions and images

which his mind could supply in order to depict the " great

Instauration " which he announced ; in order to contrast the

weakness, the blindness, the ignorance, the wretchedness under

which men had laboured while they followed the long beaten

track, with the light, the power, the privileges which they

were to find in the paths to which he pointed ; it was im-

possible that readers of all classes should not have their

attention arrested, their minds stirred, their hopes warmed,

and should not listen with wonder and pleasure to the strains

of prophetic eloquence in which so great a subject was pre-

sented.' t

* yovum Orynnum, i. Aph. 70, 60. t Whewell: r/iilos. nf Discovery, p. 127.
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It was Bacon's constant endeavour, as it lias been the

cause of his enduring fame, to teach men the real object of

research, and the scopeof their faculties, and to furnish them

with a proper Metliod whereon these faculties might be suc-

cessfully employed. He thus not only stands clearly out in

histor}' as the exponent of the long agitated antagonisni to all

the ancient and scholastic thinkers, but also as the exponent

of the rapidly increasing tendency towards positive science.

He is essentially modern. All his jjredecessors, even in their

boldest attacks upon ancient philosophy, were themselves

closely allied to the spirit of that which they opposed. But

Bacon was modern in culture, in object, and in method. He
attacked the ancient philosophy without having thoroughly

imderstood it : he attacked it because he saw that a method

which conducted great intelligences to such absurd conclu-

sions as those then in vogue must necessarily be false.

' ^V^lence can arise,' he asks, * such vagueness and sterility

in all the physical systems which have hitherto existed in

the world ? It is not certainly fr<mi anything in nature

itself; for the steadiness and regularity of the laws by which

it is governed clearly mark them out as objects of precise and

certain knowledge.

' Neither can it arise from any want of ability in those who
have pursued such inquiries, many of whom have been men
of the highest talent and genius of the ages in which they

lived ; and it can therefore arise from nothing else but the

perverseness and insuflSciency of the methods which have been

pursued. Men have sought to make a world from their own

conception, and to draw from their own minds all the

materials which they employed ; but if, instead of doing so,

they had consulted experience and observation, they would

have had facts, and not opinions, to reason about, and might

have ultimately arrived at the knowledge of the laws which

govern the material world.

' As things are at present conducted, a sudden transition

is made from sensible objects and particular facts to general

propositions, which are accounted principles, and round
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which, as round so many fixed poles, dispvitation and arj^umeut

continually revolve. From the propositions thus hastily

assumed, all things are derived by a process compendious and

precipitate, ill suited to discovery, but wonderfully accommo-

dated to debate.

' The way that promises success is the reverse of this. It

requires that we should generalize slowly, going from par-

ticular things to those that are but one step more general

:

from those to others of still greater extent, and so on to such

as are universal. By such means we may hope to arrive at

principles, not vague and obscure, but luminous and well-

defined, such as Nature herself will not refuse to acknow-

ledge.'

Having thus indicated his position, it will be necessaiy to

give a brief outline of the Method which he confidently

believed was to be infallible and applicable in all inqviiries.

This was imperatively needed :
' for let a man look carefully

into all that variety of books with which the arts and sciences

aboiind, he will find everj'where endless repetitions of the

same thing, varying in the method of treatment, biit not new

in substance, insomuch that the whole stock, numerous as it

appears at first view, proves on examination to be but scanty.

What was asserted once is asserted still, and ivhat was a

question once is a question stilly and, instead of being resolved

by discussion, is only fixed and fed.' He proposes his new

Method, that thereby ' the intellect may be raised and exalted

and made capable of overcoming the difficulties and obscu-

rities of nature. The art which I introduce with this view

(which I call the Interpretation of Nature) is a kmd of logic,

though the difierence between it and the ordinary logic is

great, indeed immense. For the ordinary logic professes to

contrive and prepare helps and guards for the understanding

as mine does ; and in this one point they agree. But mine

differs from it in three points : viz. in the end aimed at, in the

order of demonstration, and in the starting point of inquiry.

. . . . But the greatest change I introduce is in the

form itself of induction and the judgments made thereby.
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For the Imluction of which the logicians speak, which proceeds

bj simple enumeration, is a puerile thing; concludes at hazard,

is always liable to be upset by a contradictory instance, takes

into account only what is known and ordinary, and leads to no

result. Now what the sciences stand in need of is a form of

induction which shall analyse experience and take it to pieces,

and by a due process of exclusion and rejection lead to an

inevitable conclusion.' . . . ' Now my method, though hard

to practise, is easy to explain ; and it is this—I propose to

establish progressive stages of certainty. The evidence of sense

helped and guarded by a certain process of correction, I

retain : but the mental operation which follows the act of

sense I for the most part reject ; and instead of it I open

and lay out a new and certain path for the mind to proceed

in, starting directly from the simple sensuous perception.'

Before expounding the rules which he proposes he enu-

m»;rates the four sources of error, the idols as he terms them.

He considered this enumeration as the more necessary, that

the same idols were likely to return, even after the reformation

of science.

These idols he divides into four classes, viz. :

—

Idola Tribfis .... Idols of tlip Tribe.

Idola Speeds .... LIoIh of tbo Ben.

Idola Fori Idols of the I'orum.

IdoIa Thoatri . . .
*. Idols of the Theatre.

1 . The Idoh of the Tribe are the causes of error founded on

human nature in general. ' The mind,' he observes, ' is not

like a plane mirror, which reflects the images of things

exactly as they are ; it is like a mirror of an uneven surface,

which combines its own figure with the figures of the objects

it i-epresents.'

Among the idols of this class we may reckon the propensity

which there is in all men to find a gi-cater degree of brder,

simplicity, and regularity than is actually indicated by

observation. Thus as soon as men perceived the orbits of

the planets to return into themselves, they supposed them

to be perfect circles, and the motion in those circles to be
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uniform ; and to tlisse hypotheses the astronomers and

jnathematicians of all antiquity laboured incessantly to recon-

cile their observations.

The propensity whicli Bacon has hero characteinsed may be

called the sjyirit of system.

2. The Idols of the Den are those which spring from the

peculiar character of the individual. Besides the causes of

error common to all mankind, each individual has his own

dark cavern, or den, into which the light is imperfectly ad-

mitted, and in the obscurity of which a tutelary idol lurks,

at whose shrine the truth is often sacrificed.

Some minds are best adapted to mark the diffei'ences of

things, others to catch at the resemblances of things. Steady

and profound understandings are disposed to attend carefully,

to proceed slowly, and to examine the most minute differences;

while those that are sublime and active are ready to lay hold

of the slightest resemblances. Each of these easily runs

into excess ; the one by catching continually at distinctions,

the other at affinities.

3. The Idols of the Forum are those which arise out of

the intercourse of society, and those also which arise from

language.

Men believe that their thoughts govern their words ; but

it also happens by a certain kind of reaction that their words

frequently govern their thoughts. This is the more pernicious,

that woi'ds, being generally the work of the multitude, divide

things according to the lines most conspicuous to vulgar

apprehensions. Hence, when words are examined, few

instances are found in which, if at aU abstract, they convey

ideas tolerably precise and defined.

4. The Idols of the Theatre are the deceptions which have

arisen from the dogmas of different schools.

As many systems as existed, so many representations of

imaginary worlds had been brought upon the stage. Hence

the name of Idola Theatri. They do not enter the mind imper-

ceptibly like the other three ; a man must labour to acquire

them, and they are often the result of great learning and study.

VOL. II, K
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After tliese preliminary discussions Bacon proccecls, in the

Second Book of his Organum, to describe and exemplify the

nature of induction.

The first object must be to prepare a history of the pheno-

mena to be explained, in all their modijications and varieties.

This history is to compreliend not only all siich facts as spon-

taneously offer themselves, but all the experiments instituted

for the salce of discovery, or for any of the purposes of the

usefiU arts. It ought to be composed with great care ; the

facts accurately related and distinctly ari'anged ; their au-

thenticity diligently examined ; those that rest on doubtful

evidence, though not rejected, yet noted as uncertain, with

the grounds of the judgment so formed. This last is very

necessary, for facts often appear incredible only because wo

are ill-informed, and cease to appear niai-vellous when our

knowledge is further extended. This record of facts is Natural

History,

The Natural History being prepared of any class of phe-

nomena, the next object is to discover, by a comparison of the

different facts, the cause of these phenomena, or, as Bacon

calls it, the fomi. The form of any quality in a body is some-

thing convertible with that quality ; that is, where it exists

the quality exists : thus, if transparency in bodies be the thing

inquired after, theform of it is something found wherever thei-e

is transparency. Thusform differs from catisc in this only : we

call it form or essence when the effect isapermanent quality

;

we call it cause when the effect is a change or an event.

Two other subjects, subordinate to forms, but often

essential to the knowledge of them, are also occasionally sub-

jects of investigation. These are the latent process, latois

processiis ; and the latent schematism, latens schematismv a

.

The former is the secret and invisible progress by which sen-

sible changes are brought about, and seems in Bacon'.s

acceptation to involve the principle since called the law of

continuity, according to which no change however small can

be effected but in tim£. To know the relation between the

time and the change effected in it would be to have a perfect
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knowledge of the latent process. In the firing of a cannon,

for example, the succession of events dnring the short

interval between the application of the match and the ex-

pulsion of the ball constitutes a latent process of a very

remarkable and complicated nature, which however we can

now trace with some degree of accuracy.

The latent schematism is that invisible structure of bodies

on which so many of then* properties depend. When we

inquire into the constitution of crystals, or into the internal

structiu'e of plants, etc. we are examining into the latent

schematism.

In order to inquire into the form of anything by induction,

having brought together all the facts, we are to begin with

considering what things are thereby excluded from the number

of possible forms. This conclusion is the first part of the

process of induction. Thus, if we are inquiring into the

quality which is the cause of transparency in bodies ; from

the fact that the diamond is transparent, we immediately ex-

clude rarity or porosity as well as fluidity from these causes,

the diamond being a very solid and dense body.

Negative instances, or those where the form is wanting, to

be also collected. That glass when pounded is not transparent

is a negative fact when the form of transparency is inquired

into ; also that collections of vapours have not transparency.

The facts thus collected, both negative and affirmative, should,

for the sake of reference, be reduced to tables.

After a great many exclusions have been made, and left

but few principles common to every case, one of these is to be

assumed as the cause ; and by reasoning fi-om it synthetically

we are to try if it will account for the phenomena. So

necessary did this exclusive process appear to Bacon that he

says, 'It may perhaps be competent to angels or superior

intelligences to determine the form or essence directly, by

affirmations from the first consideration of the subject ; but

it is certainly beyond the power of man, to whom it is only

given to proceed at first by negatives, and in the last place

to end in nffirmatives, after the exclusion of everything else.'
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Tliere is, however, great difference in tlie value of facts.

Some of them show the thing sought for in the highest degree,

some in the lowest, some exhibit it simple and uncombined,

ill others it appears confused with a variety of circumstances.

Some facts are easily interpreted, others are very obscure, and

are understood only in consequence of the light thrown on

them by the former. This led Bacon to his consideration of

Prerogative Instances, or the comparative value of facts as

means of discovery. He enumerates twenty-seven different

species ; but we must content ourselves with giving only the

most important.

I. Instant iw soUtaruv: which are either examples of the

same quality existing in two bodies otherwise different or of

a quality differing in two bodies otherwise the same. In the

first instance the bodies differ in all things but one. In the

second they agree in all but one. Thus if the cause orform of

colour be inquired \nio,instanti(B solitariaare found in crystals,

prisms, drops of dew, which occasionally exhibit colour, and

yet have nothing in common with the stones, flowers, and

metals which possess colour permanently except the colour

itself. Hence Bacon concludes that colour is nothing else than

a modification of the rays of light produced in the first ca.si'

by the different degrees of incidence ; and in the second by the

texture or constitution of the surface of bodies. He may be

considered as very fortunate in fixing on these examples, for

it was by means of them that Ne^vton afterwards found out

the composition of light.

II. The instanl'uB migrantes exhibit some property of tli(!

body passing from one condition to another, cither from less

to greater or from greater to less ; arriving nearer perfec-

tion in the first case, or verging towards extinction in the

second.

Suppose the thing inquired into were the cause of white-

ness in bodies : an instantia migrans is found in glass, which

entire is colourless, but pulverised becomes white. The same

is the case with water unbroken or dashed into foam.

III. The inslantice ostensivai are the facts which show
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some particular property in its highest state of power and
energy, when it is either fi-eed from impediments which

usually counteract it or is itself of such force as entirely

to repress those im2)ediments.

If the weight of air were inquired into, the Torricellian

experiment, or the barometer, affords an ostensive instance,

where the circumstance which conceals the weight of the

atmosphere in common cases, namely the pressiire of it in all

directions, being entirely removed, that weight produces

its full effect, and sustains the whole column of mercury in the

tube.

IV. The instances called analogous or parallel consist of

facts between which a resemblance or analogy is visible in

some particulars, notwithstanding great diversity in all the

rest. Such are the telescope and microscope compared to the

eye. It was the experiment of the camera obscura which led

to the discovery of the formation of images of external objects

in the bottom of the eye by the action of the crystalline lens,

and other humours of which the eye is formed.

V. Instantice comitatus : examples of certain qualities which

always accompany one another. Such are flame and heat

:

flame being always accompanied by heat, and the same degree

of heat in a given substance being always accompanied with

flame.

Hostile instances, or those of perpetual separation, are the

reverse of the former. Thus transparency and maUeability

in solids are never combmed.

VI. The instantia crucis. When in any investigation the

understanding is placed in cequilihrio, as it were, between two

or more causes, each of which accoiuits equally well for the

appearances as far as they are known, nothing remains to be

done, but to look out for a fact which can be explained by one

of these causes and not by the other. Such facts perform

the ofiice of a cross, erected at the separation of two roads,

to direct the traveller which to take : hence called crucial

instances.

The experimentum crucis is of such weight in matters of
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induction that in all those branches of science where it

cannot bo resorted to (an experiment being out of o\ir power

and incapable of being varied at pleasure) there is often a

great want of conclusive evidence.*

It is needless to criticise at any length a set of rules which

the experience of two centuries has shown to be inapplicable

;

yet we may point to numerous passages in his works which

were not only valuable in those days but continue valuable in

our o^vn. Especially noticeable is the emphasis with which

he insists on a graduated and successive induction, as opposed

to the hasty leaping from single facts to wide generalisations,

which continues and will ever continue to be a constant

source of enor, and belongs to our native infirmity. There

is a slight defect in his formula, which is too vague. Had
he said, ' graduated Verification of inductions,' he would have

hit the precise mark ; for a series of inductions may be gradual

and successive, yet hypothetical and erroneous; it is the

Verification of each step that alone can ensure certainty.

And it is worth remarking in this connection that, having im-

pei-fectly grasped the principle of Verification, he was led to

misconceive the value of facts, seeming to think that quantity

was of more service than quality ; which every investigator

knows to be wholly wrong. Thus when he blames the phi-

losophers for theorising on a few facts, and calls their ' illicit

generalisations ' an anticipation of nature, he is right enough

in the particular case, but vague and even wrong in principle

;

since a few facts of one quality are worth hundreds of another

quality, and the hypothesis which he calls rash may be true,

although anticipating the tardy process of proof. All depends

on the validity of the facts and verification of the hypothesis.

One radical defect of the method lies in its being inductive,

and not also deductive. He was so deeply impressed with a

sense of the insufficiency of the Deductive Method alone,

which he saw his contemporaries pursuing, and which he

knew to be the cause of the failure of his predecessors, that

he bestowed all his attention on the Inductive Method. His

* Abridged from Pi.ayfaiii's Dissertation.
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want of matliematical knowledge had also no small share in

this error. Although, however, it may be justly said that he

did not sufficiently exemplify the Deductive Method, it is not

correct to say that he entirely neglected it. Those who assert

this forget that the second part of the Nmmm Organum was

never completed. In the second part it was his intention to

treat of Deduction, as is plain from the following passage

:

' The indications for the interpretation of Nature include two

general i^arts. The first relates to the raising of Axioms

from experience ; and the second, to the deducing or deriving

of neiv experiments from Axio7ns (de ducendis aut derivandis

cxperimentis novis ab axiomatibus).'* We here see that he

comprehended the twofold nature of the method ; but inas-

much as he did not publish the second part of his Organum,

we may admit the remark of Professor Playfair, that ' in a

very extensive department of physical science, it cannot be

doubted that mvestigation has been carried on, not perhaps

more easily, but with a less frequent appeal to experience, than

the rules of the Novum Organum would seem to require. In

all physical inquiries where mathematical reasoning has been

employed, after a few principles have been established by

experience, a vast multitude of truths, equally certain with

the principles themselves, have been deduced from them by

the mere application of geometry and algebra. . . . The

strict method of Bacon is therefore only necessary where the

thing to be explained is new, and where we have no knowledge,

or next to none, of the powers employed.'

f

His deficiency m mathematical knowledge caused him to

overlook the equal importance of Deduction and Induction :

—

* Bacon has judiciously remarked that the axiomata media of

every science principally constitute its value. The lowest

generalisations, until explained by and resolved into the

middle principles, of which they are the consequences, have

only the imperfect accuracy of empirical laws ; while the most

general laws are too general, and include too few circumstances

* Novum Organum, ii. Aph. 10.

t Dissertation frcfxed to the Encyclop. Britannica, pp. 58, Gl.
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to give sufficient indication of what happens in inclivitlnal

cases, where the circumstances are almost always immensely

numerous. In the importance therefore which Bacon assigns,

in every science, to the middle jOTnciples, it is impossible not

to agree with him. But I conceive him to have been radically

wrong in his doctrine respecting the mode in which these

ajciomata media should be arrived at ; although there is no one

proposition in his works for which he has been so extra-

vagantl}- eulogised. He enunciates, as a universal rule, that

induction should proceed from the lowest to the middle

principles, and from those to the highest, never reversing that

order, and consequently leaving no room for the discovery of

new principles by way of deduction at all. It is not to be

conceived tliat a man of Bacon's sagacity could have fallen

into this mistake, if there had existed in his time, among the

sciences which treat of successive phenomena, one single

deductive science, such as mechanics, astronomy, optics,

acoustics, etc. now are. In those sciences, it is evident that

the higher and middle principles are by no means derived

from the lowest, but the reverse. In some of them, the very

highest generalisations were those earliest ascertained with

any scientific exactness; as, for example (in mechanics), the

laws of motion. Those general laws had not indeed at first

the acknowledged universality which they acquired after

having been successfully employed to explain many classes of

phenomena to which they were not originally seen to be

applicable ; as when the laws of motion were employed in

conjunction with other laws to explain deductively the celestial

phenomena. Still the fact remains that the projjositions

which were afterwards recognised as the most general truths

of the science were, of all its accurate generalisations, those

earliest arrived at.

' Bacon's greatest merit therefore cannot consist, as we are

so often told that it did, in exploding the vicious method pur-

sued by the ancients, of flying to the highest generalisations

first, and deducing the middle principles from them, since

this is neither a vicious nor an exploded method, but the
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universally acorecHted metliocl of modern science, and tliat to

whicli it owes its greatest triumphs. The eri'or of ancient

speculation did not consist in making the largest generalisa-

tions fii'st, but in making them without the aid or warrant of

rigorous inductive methods, and applying them deductively

without the needful use of that important part of the deduc-

tive method termed verification.' *

We cannot entirely concur in the concluding paragraph.

Although Bacon did not perhaps see the real importance

of the Deductive Method, he did see the futility of the

method as it was employed before his time ; and he saw

moreover that the cause lay in the want of ' verification '

—

in the want of 'the aid or wan-ant of rigorous inductive

methods :

' this we think his greatest merit, as we think

his imperfect conception of the Deductive Method his gi-eatest

imperfection.

There is also another potent reason why the merely Induc-

tive Method should not have contributed to any great dis-

coveries ; and we must borrow from the System of Logic

the passage wherein this is exhibited :

—

' It has excited the surprise of philosophers that the

detailed S3'stem of inductive Logic has been turned to so

little dii'ect use by subsequent inquirers—having neither

continued, except in a few of its generahties, to be recognised

as a theory, nor having conducted, in practice, to any great

scientific results. But this, though not unfi-equently re-

marked, has scarcely received any plausible explanation

;

and some indeed have preferred to assert that all rules of

induction are useless, rather than suppose that Bacon's rules

are grounded upon an insufficient analysis of the inductive

process. Such however will be seen to be the fact, as soon

as it is considered that Bacon entirely overlooked plurality

of causes. All his rules tacitly imply the assumption, so

contrary to all we know of Nature, that a phenomenon

cannot have more than one cause.' f

In another passage, too long for extract, the same author

* Mill: System of Logic, ii. 524-C. f Ibitl. ii. 373.
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points out a cajntal error in Bacon's view of iLe inductive

philosophy, viz. his sui)position that the princ'ii)le of elimi-

nation— that great logical instrument nhich he had the

immense merit of fh'st bringing into use—was applicable in

the same sense, and in the same unqualified manner, to the

investigation of co-existeiiccs, as to that of the successions of

phenomena.*

In conclusion it may be said that, although his Method

had not the power which he confidently assigned to it, his

eloquence and far-reaching thoughts powerfully affected both

his o^vn and succeeding generations. He dignified the

scientific attitude ; he made men proud of investigations

which otherwise they might have disdained ; he kept before

them the vanity of the Subjective Method, and jjassionately

urged upon them the necessity of patient interrogation of

Nature. The splendour of his style gave irresistible power

to his ideas. ' II se saisit t«llement de I'imagination,' says

M. de Remusat, ' qu'il force la i-aison a s'incliner, et il eblouit

autant qu'il eclaire.'

• System of Logic, ii. 127 ct seq.
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CHAPTER in.

SESCAIiTES.

§ I. Life of Descartes.

JUST at tlie close of the sixteentli ceutmy, 1596, there was

born in Touraine, of Breton parents, a feeble sickly

child, named Rene Descartes Duperron. A few days after

his birth, a disease of the lungs carried off his mother. The
sickly child grew to be a sickly boy ; and, till the age of

twenty, his life was despaired of.

That boy was one the world could ill afford to lose. Few
who saw him would have supposed that the boy, whose short

dry cough and paleness seemed to annoimce an early grave,

was shortly to become one of the leaders of men, whose

works would continue, through centuries, to be studied,

quoted, and criticised. His masters loved him. He was a

pupU of promise ; and in his eighth year had gained the title

of the Young Philosopher, from his avidity to learn, and

his constant questioning.

His education was confided to the Jesuits. This as-

tonishing body has many evils laid to its door, but no one

can refuse to it the praise of having been ever ready to see

and apply the value of ediication. In the college of La
Fleche the young Descartes was instructed in mathematics,

physics, logic, rhetoric, and the ancient languages. He
was an apt pupil ; learned quickly, and was never tired of

learning.

Was the food supplied by tlie Jesuits nutritious? M.

Thomas remarks, ' There is an education for the ordinary
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man ; for llic mau of genius there is no education but wliat

Le gives himself; the second generally consists in destroying

the first.' And so it was with Descartes, who, on leaving

La Fl^che, declared that he had derived no other benefit

from his studies than that of a conviction of his utter ignor-

ance, and a profound contempt for the systems of philosophy

ill vogue. The incompetence of philosophers to solve the

problems they occupied themselves with—the anarchy which

reigned in the scientific world, where no two thinkers could

agree upon fundamental points—the extravagance of the

conclusions to which some accepted premisses led, deter-

mined him to seek no more to slake his thirst at their

fountains.

* And that is why, as soon as my age permitted me to quit

my preceptors,' he says, ' I entirely gave up the study of

letters; and resolving to seek no other science than that

which I could find in myself, or else in the great book of the

world, I employed the remainder of my youth in travel, in

seeing courts and camps, in frequenting people of diverse

humours and conditions, in collecting various experiences,

and above all in endeavouruig to draw some profitable

reflection from what I saw. For it seemed to me that I

should meet with more truth in the reasonings which each

man makes in his own afiairs, and which, if wrong, would

be speedily punished by failure, than in those reasonings

which the philosopher makes in his study, upon specula-

tions which produce no effect, and which are of no conse-

quence to him, except perhaps that he will be more vain

of them the more remote they are from common sense,

because he would then have been forced to employ more
ingenuity and subtlety to render them plausible.' *

For many years he led a roving unsettled life ; now serving

in the army, now making a tour ; now studying mathematics

in solitude, now conversing with scientific men. One constant

purpose gave unity to those various pursuits. He was ela-

* Discoure dc la Mcthodc, p. 6, cd. Jules Simo.v : Paris, 1814.
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borating bis answers to tbe questions wbicb perplexed blm

;

be was preparing bis Metbod.

Wben only tbree-and-twenty, be conceived tbe design of a

reformation in pbilosopby. Ho was at tbat time residing in

bis winter quarters at Neuburg, on tbe Danube. His travels

soon afterwards commenced, and at tbe age of tbirty-tbrec

be retired into Holland, tbere in silence and solitude to

arrange bis tbougbts into a consistent wbole. He remained

tbere eigbt years ; and so completely did be sbut bimself

from tbe world tbat be concealed from bis friends tbe very

place of bis residence.

Wben tbe results of tliis meditative solitude were given to

tbe world, in tbe sbape of bis celebrated Discourse on Method,

and bis Meditations (to wbicb be invented replies), tbe

sensation produced was immense. It was evident to all

men tbat an original and powerful tbinker bad arisen ; and

altbougb of course tbis originality could not but rouse mucb
opposition, from tbe very fact of being original, yet Descartes

gained tbe day. His name became European. His contro-

versies were European quarrels. Cliarles I. of England

invited bim over, witb tbe promise of a liberal appointment

;

and tbe invitation woiild j^robably bave been accepted, bad

not tbe civil war broken out. He afterwards received a

flattering invitation from Cbristina of Sweden, wbo bad

read some of bis works witb great satisfaction, and wisbed

to learn from bimself tbe principles of bis pbilosopby. He
accepted it, aiid arrived in Stockbolm in 1649. His recep-

tion was most gratifying, and tbe Queen was so pleased

witb bim as earnestly to beg bim to i-emain witb ber, and

give bis assistance towards tbe establisbment of an academy

of sciences. But tbe delicate frame of Descartes was ill

fitted for tbe severity of tbe climate, and a cold, caugbt in

one of bis morning visits to Cbristina, produced inflamma-

tion of tbe lungs, wbicb carried bim oif. Cbristina wept for

bim, bad bim interred in tbe cemetery for foreigners, and

placed a long eulogium upon bis tomb. His remains were

subsequently (1666) carried from Sweden into France, and

buried witb great ceremony in Ste. Genevieve du Mont.
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Descartes was a great thinker ; but having said this, we
have ahuost exhausted the praise we can bestow upon him
as a man. In disposition he was timid to servility. "When

promulgating his proofs of the existence of the Deity, he

was in evident alarm lest the Church should see something

objectionable in them. He had also written an astronomical

treatise; but hearing of the fate of Galileo, he refrained

from publishing, and always used some chicane in speaking

of the world's movement. He was not a brave man ; nor

was he an affectionate man. But he was even-tempered,

placid, and studious not to give offence.

5 II. TuE Method of Descartes.

It has already been indicated that the great work per-

formed by Descartes was, like that of Bacon, the promulga-

tion of a new Method. This was rendered necessary by

their separation from the ancient philosophy and their

exclusion of Authority. If inquiry is to be independent—if

Reason is to walk alone, in what direction must she walk ?

Having relinquished the aid of the Church, there were but

two courses open : the one, to tread once more in the path

of the ancients, and to endeavour by the ancient Methods to

attain the truth ; or else to open a new path, to invent a

new Method. The former was barely possible. The spirit

of the age was deeply imbued with a feeling of opposition

against the ancient Methods ; and Descartes himself had

been painfully perplexed by the universal anarchy and

uncertainty which prevailed. The second course was there-

fore chosen.

Uncertainty was the disease of the epoch. Scepticism

was wide-spread, and even the most confident dogmatism

could offer no --criterion of certitude. This want of a cri-

terion we saw leading, in Greece, to Scepticism, Epicure-

anism, Stoicism, the New Academy, and finally leading the

Alexandrians into the province of faith, to escape from the

dilemma. The question of a criterion had long been the
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vital question of philosophy. Descartes coiild get no answer

to it from the doctors of his day. Unable to find firm

ground in any of the prevalent systems ; disti-acted by

doubts ; mistrusting the conclusions of his own understand-

ing ; mistrusting the evidences of his senses, he determined

to make a tabula rasa, and reconstruct his knowledge. He
resolved to examine the premisses of eveiy conclusion, and

to believe nothing but upon the clearest evidence of reason
;

evidence so convincing that he could not by any effort refuse

to assent to it.

He has given us the detailed history of his doubts. He
has told us how he found that he could plausibly enough

doubt of everything, except of his own existence. He pushed

his scepticism to the verge of self-annihilation. There he

stopped : there, in Self, in his Consciousness, he found at

last an irresistible Fact,' an irreversible Certainty.

Firm ground was discovered. He could doubt the exist-

ence of the external world, and treat it as a phantasm ; he

could doubt the existence of God, and treat the belief as a

superstition ; but of the existence of his thinking, doubting

mind no sort of doubt was possible. He, the doubter,

existed, if nothing else existed. The existence that was

revealed in his own Consciousness was the primacy Fact, the

first indubitable certainty. Hence his famous Cogito, ergo

Sum : I tbhik, tbprfifm-e J n,m.

It is somewhat curious, and, as an illustration of the

frivolous verbal disputes of philosophers, not a little in-

structive, that this celebrated Cogito, ergo Sum, should have

been frequently attacked for its logical imperfection. It has

been objected, from Gassendi downwards, that to say, ' I

think, therefore I am,' is a begging of the question, since

existence has to be proved identical with thought. Certainly,

if Descartes had intended to prove his own existence by

reasoning, he would have been guilty of the petitio principii

Gassendi attributes to him ; viz. that the major j)reniiss,

' that which thinks exists,' is assumed, not proved. But he

did not intend this. What was his object ? He has told us
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tliat it was to find a starting-point from which to reason

—

to find an irreversible certainty. And where did he find

this ? In his own Consciousness. ]3oubt3S_Xiliaj^^^annot

doubt of my own existence, because my very doubt reveals

tojna-iu-aometbing' wlucli doubts. You may call this an

assumption, if you wiU : I point out the fact as one above

and beyond all logic ; which logic can neither prove nor

disprove ; but which must always remain an iiTeversible

certainty, and as such a fitting basis of philosophy.*

I exist. No doubt can darken such a truth ; no sophism

can confute this clear principle. This is a certainty, if there

be none other. This is the basis of all science. It is in

vain to ask for a proof of that which is self-evident and irre-

sistible. I exist. The consciousness of my existence is to mo
the assurance of my existence.

Had Descartes done no more than point out this fact, he

would have no claim to notice here ; and we are surprised to

find many writers looking upon this Cogito, ergo Sum, as

constituting the great idea in his system. Surely it is only

a statement of universal experience—an epigi-ammatic form

given to the common-sense view of the matter. Any clown

would have told him that the assurujicc of his existence was

hiscousciousness of it ; but the clown would not have stated

it so well. He would have said : I know I exist, because I

feel that I exist.

Descartes therefore made no discovery in pointing out this

fact as an irresistible certainty. The part it plays in his

system is only that of a starting-point. It makes Conscious-

ness the basis of all truth. There is none other possible.

Interrogate Consciousness, and its clear replies will be

Science. Here we have a new basis and a new philosophy

introduced. It was indeed but another shajje of the old

formula, ' Know thyself,' so differently interpreted by Thales,

Socrates, and the Alexandrians : but it gave that formula a

precise signification, a thing it had before always wanted.

* See bis replies to the third and fifth series of Objections, affixed to bis

Meditations.
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Of little use could it be to tell man to know himself. How
is he to know himself? By looking inwards ? We all do

that. By examining the nature of his thoughts ? That had

been done without success. By examining the jiroccss of his

thoughts ? That too had been accomplished, and the logic

of Aristotle was the result.

The formula needed a precise interpretation ; and that

interpretation Descartes gave. ConsciousnesSj__said he, is

thajjasis-of all kiiowledge ; itJsjthe onLy ground of absolute

certainty. Whatever it distinctly proclaims must be true.

.

The process, then, is simple : examine your Consciousness,,,

and its clear replies. _ Jleuce the vital portion of his system

lies in this axiom, all dear ideas^aifi f'"'^''
;

^v1v-'t<^vpr is clearly

and distinctly conceived is true. This axiom he calls the

foundation of all science, the rule and measure of truth.*

The next step to be taken was to determine the rules for

the proper detection of these ideas ; and these rules he has

laid down as follows :—
I. Never to accept anything as true but what is evidently

so ; to admit nothing but what so clearly and distinctly

presents itself as true that there can be no reason to doubt it.

II. To divide every question into as many separate ques-

tions as possible ; that each i)art being more easily conceived,

the whole may be moi-e intelligible.— (Analysis.)

III. To conduct the examination with order, beginning by

that of objects the most simple, and therefore the easiest to

be known, and ascending little by little up to knowledge of

the most complex.— (Synthesis.)

IV. To make such exact calculations, and such circum-

spections, as to be confident that nothing essential has been

omitted.

Consciousness bejng the_gT0und of all certainty, evei-ything^

yf whiciL.you are clearly andTdiitiiictrY conscious must be^

'

* ' Hac igitur detccta veritate simul ttiam inYenit omnium scientiarum

fumlamentum : ac etiam omnium aliaruin veritatura raeiisuram ac regulam

;

scilicet, quicquid tam clare ae distinct^ pereipitur quam istud verum est.'

—

Princip. Phil. p. 4.

VOL. II. L
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true; everytliing which you clearly and distinctly conceive

exists, if the idea of it involves existence.

Li the four rules, and in this view of Consciousness, we
have only half of Descartes' system : the psychological half.

It was owing, we believe, to the exclusive consideration of

this half that Dugald Stewart was led (in controverting

Condorcet's assertion that Descartes had done more than

either Galileo or Bacon towards experimental philosophy) to

eay that Condorcet would have been nearer the truth if ho

had jiointed him out as the Father of the Experimental

Philosophy of the Mind. Perhaps the title is just ; but

Condorcet's praise, though exaggerated, was not without

good foundation.

There is, in truth, another half of Descartes' system
;

equally important, or nearly so : we mean the Deductive

Method. His eminence as a mathematician is universally

recognised. He was the first to make the grand discovery

of the application of Algebra to Geometry ; and he made
this at the age of twenty-three. The discovery that geo-

metrical curves might be expressed by algebraical numbers,

though highly important in the history of mathematics,

only interests us here by leading us to trace his philosophical

development. He was deeply engrossed in mathematics ; he

saw that mathematics were capable of a still further simpli-

fication, and of a far more extended application. Struck as

he was with the certitude of mathematical reasoning, he

began applying the principles of mathematical reasoning to

the subjects of metaphysics. His great object was, amidst

the scepticism and anarchy of his contemporaries, to found

a system which should be solid and convincing. He first

wished to find a basis of certitude : this he found in Con-

sciousness. He next wished to find a method of certitude :

this he found in mathematics.

* Those long chains of reasoning,' he tells us, ' all simple

and easy, which geometers use to arrive at their most difiicult

demonstrations, suggested to me that all things which came

within human knowledere must follow each other in a similar
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chain ; anil that pi'ovidcd we abstain from admitting anj'-

thing as true which is not so, and that we always preserve

in them the order necessary to deduce one from the other,

there can be none so remote to which we cannot finally

attain, nor so obscure but that we may discover them.' * The
two leading points in his system are Consciousness the

Q?i^X.g^und of certitude, and mathematics the only method

of certitude7~ - —

.

We may say therefore that the Deductive Method was

now completely constituted. The whole operation of philo-

sojihy hencefoi-th consisted in deducing consequences. The

premisses had been found ; the conclusions alone were

wanting. This was held to be true of physics no less than

of psychology. Thus, in his Principia, he announces his

intention of giving a short account of the princij)al phe-

nomena of the world, not that he may use them as reasons

to prove anything ; for he adds, ' we desire to deduce effects

from causes, not causes from effects : but only in order that out

of the innumerable eifects which we learn to be capable of

resulting from the same causes, we may determine our

minds to consider some rather than others.' t

Such being the Method of Descartes, our readers will hear

with surprise that some French writers have declared it to

be the same Method as that laid down by Bacon ; and this

surprise will be heightened on learnmg that M. Victor

Cousin is one of those writers. He says, ' Let us now see

what our Descartes has done. He has established in France

the same Method that England has endeavoured to attribute

exclusively to Bacon ; and he has established it with less

grandeur of imagiuatiou in style, but with the superior

precision which must always characterise one who, not

content with laying down rules, puts them himself in prac-

* Diacoiirs dc hi Methnde, p. 1 2.

t Principia Philos. pars iii. p. 51. The phrase, ' cupimus enim rationes

effectuum a causis, non aiiteni e contrario causarum ab effectibus dcduccre,'

may lie said to express the nature of his method, as opposed to the method of

Bacon.
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tice, aud gives the example wilh tlie precept.'* M. Cousin

then quotes the four rules we have already given ; and seeing

in them Analysis and Synthesis, which he believes solely to

constitute the Method of Bacon, declares that the two

Methods are one. Such a statement requires no refutation
;

nor indeed would it have been noticed, did it not afford an

illustration of the loose way in which the term Method is

eiujiloyed by many writers.

And here may be resumed and closed the parallel pre-

viously commenced between Bacon and Descartes, assigning

to each his distinctive position. Both may be said to have

instituted the Objective Method, though both in varying

degrees failed to complete that attempt by an extension to

all matters of inquiry, embracing both man and the world.

The aberration is especially noticeable in Descartes, who,

having subordiiuited all cosmical speculations to the Objective

Method, having promulgated an hypothesis which was to

explain the phenomena of the world on the properties recog-

nised in matter without the intervention of occult qualities,

entities, or volitions, and having even extended this prin-

ciple to the chief physical aspects of the organism, broke

suddenly away when he arrived at mental and social pro-

blems, and reintroduced the Subjective Method, which indeed

he proclaimed (though he was untrue to his announcement)

to be the Method of all philosophic research. His aberration

is all the more striking because he had boldly asserted the

automatism of animals. He denied that they had moral and

mental faculties: they were, he said, machines. This hypo-

thesis has been variously interjjreted. It is too repugnant

to common sense to gain general acceptance, and being so

repugnant, it has puzzled the ingenuity of critics to explain

how Descartes came to adopt it. I am not prepared with a

satisfactory explanation, but note that this effort to reduce

animal phenomena to a mechanism is only an extension of

the effort to reduce cosmical phenomena to a mechanism,

* IU<1. dc lu rial. lc<,on iii. p. 01, id. BnixcUcs, I8t0.

I
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and that the denial of a soul to brutes is a rigorous coii-

seqiieuce of the Method employed by him.*

Thus on the one hand his antagonism to the Scholastic

Philosophy, aided by his scientific knowledge, led him to the

objective point of view in studying Cosmology, while on the

other hand his psychological assumptions reintroduced the

subjective point of view, and thus not only thwarted the

perfect conception of Method but led, as it always leads, to

great imperfection in the ajiplication of particular methods.

A perfect employment of Method includes both the Induction

of Bacon and the Deduction of Descartes, with some sub-

sidiaiy processes which neither of them understood, especi-

ally the use of Hypothesis and Experiment. If it was

Bacon's error to undervalue Deduction, it was no less the

error of Descartes to undervalue Induction, owing to the

influence of the Subjective Method, which naturally leads to

the mistake of overlookuig the essential requisite of Verifi-

cation. The Subjective Method is always deductive, and

its deductions are logically formed on the same process as

those of the Objective Method ; but there is a philosophical

difference between the two : the data of the first are not

verified inductions, nor are the conclusions verified hj con-

frontation with reality ; the data and conclusion of the

second are rigorously verified.

Although Bacon failed to recognise the importance of

* ' Quels qu'rtient M les graves incoDT^niens riels de cetto singuli^re thiorie

automatiquc, il importe de noter que c'est precisement pour la refuter que Ics

physiologistes, et surtout les naturalistus du siecle dernier, furent graduellemont

conduits a detruire directement la vaine separation fondamentale que Descartes

avait ainsi tenti d'etablir entre I'cStude de I'liomme et celle des animaux.'

—

Cumte:

Coars de Philos. positive, iii. 763. 'Le fameus partago oper^ par Descartes

u'a pu aroir d'autre efflcacitci essentielle que do procurer a la metliode positive la

liberty n&essaire a sa formation graduello, jusqu'i ce que sa constitution fut

devcnue asscz complete pour lui permettre de s'eniparer enfin du seul sujet qui lui

eut d'abord it& iuterdit.'

—

Rid. p. 771. It should be added that, however absurd

this hypothesis may have seemed, it was speedily reproduced by the majority even

of those who made merry with it, nor is it yet finally extinct; for what is the

popular notion of animals impelled by Instinct to actions which in man are the

results of Reason, but a vague form of the notion that animals are mere machines

without intelligent direction ?
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Deduction jot he did recoijnise the necessity of the ohjective

point of view, and sought the laws of phenomena in the

order of the phenomena themselves. He sought an alliance

with scientific research, and did his best to institute its

methods. He was fully alive to the illusions of the Sub-

jective Method. Not so Descai-tes. His basis was subjective.

He attempt<>d a systematic arrangement of the external

phenomena according to deductions from imverificd data.

So far from looking out of himself for the explanation of

e-tternal phenomena, it was his constant aim to discover in

the orderly arrangement of ideas a key to the mystery of

the world. This, indeed, Leibnitz proclaims as his chief

merit.* Although, therefore, Descartes sought alliance

with scientific research, his Philosophy was essentially me-

taphysical ; and although he made discoveries in Science,

his fame is that of a great metaphysician.

While Bacon urged the necessity of proceeding from

efiects to causes, Descartes proceeded from causes to effects.

Bacon erred as to the vnture of the causes we should seek,

as to the operation of a multiplicity of causes, and as to the

methods of search. Descartes erred still more gravely in

starting from data that were logical figments or subjective

inspirations. Both separated Philosophy from Theology,

and thus consummated the long struggle which accompanied

the birth-pangs of modem culture : but Bacon, true to the

objective point of view, declared the problems of Theology

and Ontology to be inaccessible to reason, consequently

beyond the i)rovince of Philosophy ; Descartes, true to the

subjective point of view, declared them to be soluble only

by reason, and made it the primary object of Philosophy to

solve them.

It is therefore with justice that modern Science looks up

to Bacon as its illustrious herald, and modern Metaphysics

sees its ancestry in the schools which issued directly from

* 'On nc peut nier que Descartes n'ait apporte do bclica choses; surtout il a
lo merite, renuurcUant rcntrepritc de Platon, dc ditourncr los esprits des conside-

rations gonsiblcs.'— Lkiiimtz : Hur tine Jii/orme de la Fkilos. prcmiire.
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Descartes. The metajjhysical character of the Cartesian

philosophy is well expressed by Fontenelle in his parallel

between Descartes and Newton :
' Tons deux, geometres

excellents, ont vu la necessito de transporter la geometrie

dans la physique. . . • Mais I'un, prenant un vol hardi, a

voulu se placer a la source de tout, se rendre maitre des

premiers principes par quelques idees claires et fonda-

mentales, pour n'avoir plus qu'a descendre aux phenomenes

de la nature couime a des consequences necessaires ; I'auti-e,

plus timide ou plus modeste, a commence sa marche par

s'appuyer sur les phenomenes pour remonter aux principes

inconnus, resolu de les admettre, quels que les put donner

I'enchalnement des consequences. L'uu part de ce qu'il

entend nettement pour trouver la cause de ce qu'il voit;

I'autre part de ce qu'il voit pour en trouver la cause, scit

claii'e, soit obscure.'

§ III. Application op the Method.

The first application of Descartes' Method was not, as

some say, to prove his own existence (for that neither

admitted of logical proof nor of disproof : it was a primary

fact); but to prove the existence of God.

Interrogatingjiis Consciousness, he found that he had the

idea__of_GQdj_ ivnrlprpfa.iifliiicr, by^God ^ a substance-infinite; -

eternal, immutable, indepen fl en t^ nmn isfljentj^ omnipoteut.

This, to him, was as certain ajtruth as the truth of his own

existence. I existj not only do I fvigj-^ l»nf. ^rigf ng
^,

miserably imperfect finite being, subject to change—^greatly

jcmorant, and~incaf)able of creating .anything. In this, nry

Consciousness, I find by my finitude that I am not the All

;

by my imperfection, that I am not perfect. Yet an infinite

nnfl perfect beiiT o-niust exist, because iirfijvit.y and perfection.

are implied, as coirelativeSjTffTgyliSfias of imperfection and

finitude. God JtherefQre—existsj^his^ existence is clearly

proclaimecL jn_mj_ConsciousnesSi and_can no more be _ a

matter of_. doubt, when fairly considered, than my own
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existence. The conception of an infinite being proves liis

real existence ; for if there is not really such a being, I mnst

have made the conceiition ; bxit if I coiikl make it, I can

also unmake it, which evidently is not true ; therefore there

must be, externally to myself, an archetype from which the

conception was derived.

' The ambiguity in this case,' it has been remarked,* ' is

the pronoun 7, by which in one place is to be understood my
irill, in another the Inwx of my nature. If the conception,

existing as it does in my mind, had no original without, the

conclusion would unrpiostionably follow that / had made

it—that is, the laws of my nature must have spontaneously

evolved it ; but that my will made it would not follow.

Now, when Descai-tes afterwards adds that I cannot unmake

the conception, he means that I cannot get rid of it by an

act of my will, which is true, but is not the proposition re-

quired. That what some of the laws of my nature have

produced, other laws, or the same laws in other circum-

stances, might not subsequently efface, he would have found

it difficult to establish.'

His second demonstration is the weakest of the three,

ludeed, it is the only one not iiTcfragable, tipon his prin-

ciples. The third demonstration is peculiarly Cartesian, and

may be thrown into this syllogism :
—

All that we clearly and distinctly conceive as contained

in anjthing is true of that thing.

Now we conceive, clearly and distinctly, that the

existence of God is contained in the idea we have of

him.
Ergo,

God exists.

Having demonstrated the existence of God, he had to

prove the distinction between bodj' and soul. This, to him,

was easy. The fundamental attribute of Substance must bo

Extension, because we can abstract from Substance all the

qualities except Extension. The fundamental attribute of

• Mii.i. : Si/gtcm of hnfjir, ii. 447.
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Mind is Thonglit, because by this attribute Mind is revealed

to itself. Now, according to one of his logical axioms, two

substances are really distinct when their ideas are complete,

and in uo way imply each other. The ideas, therefore, of

extension and thought being distinct, it follows thsit Sub-

stance and Mind are distinct in essence.

We need not pursue our analysis of his metaphysical

notions further. We only stop to remark on the nature of

his demonstrations of God and the soul. It is, and was,

usual to prove the existence of God from what is called the

* evidence of design.' Descartes neither started from design

nor fi'om motion, which must have a mover : he started from

the d priori ideas of perfection and infinity ; his prQQ£-jvaa__

in the clearness of his idea of God. His method was that of

definition and deduction^ To "define the idea of God, and

hence to construct the world—not to contemplate the world,

and thence infer the existence of God—was the route he

pursued. Is it not eminently the procedure of a mathe-

matician? and of a mathematician who has taken Conscious-

ness as his starting-point ?

Descartes' speculations are beautiful exemplifications of

his Method ; and he follows that Method, even when it leads

him to the wildest conclusions. His physical speculations

are sometimes admirable (he made important discoveries in

optics), but mostly fanciful. The famous theoiy of vortices

deserves a mention here, as an example of his Method.

He begins by banishing the notion of a vacuum, not, as his

contemporaries said, because Nature has a horror of vacuum,

but because, the essence of Substance being Extension,

wherever there is Extension there is Substance, consequently

empty space is a chimera. The substance which fills all

space must be assumed as divided into equal angular parts.

Why must this be assumed ?—Because it is the most simple,

therefore the most natural, suj)position. This substance

being set in motion, the i^arts are ground into a spherical

form ; and the corners thus rubbed off, like filings or sawdust,

form a second and more subtle kind of substance. There is.
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besides, a kiud of substance, coai-ser and less fitted for

motion. Tlie first kind makes luminous bodies, such as the

sun and fixed stars ; the second makes the transparent sub-

stance of the skies ; the third kind is the material of opaque

bodies, such as earth, planets, etc. We may also assume that

the motions of these parts take the form of revolving circular

currents, or vortices. By this means the matter will be col-

lected to the centre of each vortex, while the second or subtle

matter surrounds it, and by its centrifugal effort constitutes

light. The planets are carried round the sun by the motion

of this vortex, each planet being at such a distance from the

sun as to be in a part of the vortex suitable to its solidity and

mobility. The motions are prevented from being exactly cir-

cular and regular by various causes. For instance, a vortex

may be pressed into an oval shape by contiguous vortices.*

Descai'tes, in his Physics, adopted a method which per-

mitted him to set aside the qualities and the substantialforms
(which others were seeking), and to consider only the rela-

tions of number, figure, and motion. In a word, he saw in

Physics only mathematical problems. This was premature.

Science, in its infancy, cannot be carried on by the Deductive

Method alone : such a process is reserved for its maturity.

The reason is that the deduction is only valid when it is

employed on the Objective Method.

But Deduction is a potent instrument, and Bacon's

greatest error was in not sufficiently acknowledging it.

Hence we may partly account for the curious fact that Bacon,

with his Induction, made no discoveries, while Descartes,

with his Deduction, made important discoveries. Of course

the greater physical knowledge of Descartes, and the greater

attention bestowed by him upon physics, had much to do

with this, by giving him an objective basis : but his Method
also assisted him, precisely because his discoveries were of

• Wc have followed l)r. Whewki.i.'s exposition of this theory, as given by him,
Hint, of Ind. Sciences, ii. p. 134. Tho reader will do well, however, to turn also to

IIescaktm' own exposition in the Principia I'hitoartphia, where it is illustrated by
diagmms.
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a kind to wliicli the mathematical reasoning was strictly

applicable.

That Descartes had read Bacon there is no doubt. He has

himself praised Bacon's works as leaving nothing to be

desired on the subject of experience ; but he perceived Bacon's

deficiency, and declared that we are ' liable to collect many

superfluous experiences of particulars, and not only super-

fluous but false,' if we have not ascertained the truth before

we make these experiences. In other words, experiment

should be the verification of an a priori conception ; whereas

Bacon teaches us to form our conceptions from experiment.

We have said enough to make the Method of Descartes

appreciable. His position is that of founder of the Deduc-

tive Method on the basis of Consciousness. His scholars

may be divided into the mathematical cultivators of Physics

and the deductive cultivators of Philosophy. By the first he

was speedily surpassed, and his influence on them can only be

regarded as an impulsion. By the second he was continued :

his priuciples were unhesitatingly accepted, and only de-

veloped in a somewhat different manner.

His philosophical Method subsists in the present day. It

is the Method imjjlicitly or explicitly adopted by most meta-

physicians in their speculations upon ontological subjects.

Is it a good Method? The question is of the highest im-

portance : we will endeavour to answer it.

§ rV". Is THE Method True?

In the Dedicatory Ej)istle prefixed to his Meditations,

Descartes declares that his demonstrations of the existence

of God, etc. ' equal, or even surpass, in certitude the demon-

strations of geometry.' Upon what does he found this

belief? He founds it upon the very nature of certitude.

Consciousness is the basis of all certitude. Whatever I am
distinctly conscious of, I must be certain of; all the ideas

which I find in my Consciousness, as distinctly conceived,

must be true. The belief I have in my existence is derived
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from the fact of my Consciousness : I thinl; iliorefore I exist.

Now as soon as I conceive a truth witli distinctness, I am
irresistibly led to believe in it; and if that belief is so firm

that I can never have any reason to doubt that which I

believe, I have all the certitude that can be desired.

Further: we have no knowledge whatever of anything exter-

nal to lis except through the medium of ideas. The consequence

is, says Descartes, that whatever we find in the ideas must

necessarily he in the external things.

It is only in our minds that we can seek whether things

exist, or not. There cannot be more reality in an effect than

in a cause. The external thing, being the cause of the idea,

must therefore possess as much reality as the idea, and vice

vcrsii. So that whatever we conceive as existent exists.

This is the basis on which Descartes' system is erected

;

if this basis be rotten, the superstructure must fall. If the

root is vitiated, the tree will bear no fruit. No thinker, ex-

cept Spinoza, has so clearly, so frankly, stated his criterion.

And the criterion is fallacious. The very Consciousness to

•which he appeals convicts him. There is this fallacy in his

system : Consciousness is the ultimate ground of certitude,

for me ; if I am conscious that I exist, I cannot doubt that I

exist; if I am conscious of pain, I niqst be in pain. This

is self-evident. But what ground of certitude can my Con-

sciousness afford respecting things which are not me? How
does the principle of certitude apply? How far does it

extend ? It can only extend to things which relate to me.

I am conscious of all that passes within myself; but I am
not conscious of what passes in not-self: all that I can

possibly know of the not-self is in its effects upon me.

Consciousness is therefore ' cabin'd, cribb'd, confined ' to

me, and to what passes within me ; so far does the princii>le

of certitude extend, and no farther. Any other ideas we

may have, any knowledge we may have respecting not-self,

can only be founded on inferences. Thus, I bum myself in

the fire : I am conscious of the sensation ; I have certain and

immediate knowledge of that. But I can onlv be certain



IS THE METHOD TP.UE? 157

that a change has taken place in uiy consciousness ; when

from that change I infer the existence of an external object

(the tire), my inference may be cori'ect, but I have obviously

shifted my grotmd ; Consciousness—my principle of certi-

tude—forsakes me here : I go out of myself to infer the

existence of something which is not-self. My knowledge of

the sensation was immediate, indubitable. My knowledge of

the object is mediate, uncertain.

Directly, therefore, we leave the ground of Consciousness

for that of inference, avenues of doubt are opened. Other

inferences can be brought to bear upon any one inference to

illustrate or to refute it. The mathenaatical certainty which

Descartes attributed to these inferences becomes a great un-

cei'tainty. He says we only know things through the medium

of ideas. We accept the proposition as unquestionable. But

then he also says that, in consequence of this, whatever we

find in the ideas must necessarily be true of the things.

The reason is, that as ideas are caused in us by objects, and

as every effect must have as much reality as the cause— the

effect being equal to the cause—so must ideas have the same

reality as things. But this h a double fallacy. In the first

place, an effect is not equal to its cause ; it is a mere conse-

quent of an antecedent, having uo such relation as equality

whatever. lu the second place, the use of the term ' reality

'

is ambiguous. Unquestionably an eff'ect really exists ; but

reality of existence does not imply similarity of modes of

existence. The burn occasioned by a fire is as real as the

fire ; but it in no way resembles the fire.

So when Descartes says that what is true of ideas must be

true of things, he assumes that the mind is a passive reci-

pient—a mirror, in which things reflect themselves. This is

altogether fallacious ; the mind is an active co-operator in all

perception—perception is a consciousness of changes operated

in ourselves, not a consciousness of the objects causing those

changes. In truth, so far fi-om our being able to apprehend

the nature of things external to us, there is an impenetrable

screen for ever placed before our eyes, and that impenetrable
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screen is tho very Consciousness ni^on which Descartes relies.

When placed in contact with external objects, they operate

upon us ; their operations we know, themselves we cannot

know
; precisely because our knowledge of them is mediate,

and the medium is our Consciousness. Into whatever regions

we wander, we carry with us this Consciousness, by means of

which, indeed, we know, but all we know is

—

ojirselrcs.

Knowledge is composed of Ideas. Id<?as are the joint

product of mind on the one hand and of external causes ou

the other ; or rather we may say that Ideas are the internal

movements excited b}' external causes. Upon what principles

of inference (since we are here on the ground of inference)

can yon infer that the ideas excited are copies of the ex-

citing causes—that the ideas excited apprehend the whole

nature of the causes? The cause of the fallacy is in that

vt'ry strong disposition to give objectivity to a law of the

mind ; in consequence of which we often hear peojde declare

tliat something they are asserting is ' involved in the idea.'

An exposition of the fallacy which misled Descartes is

given by Mr. Mansel in the following admirable passage

:

' Clearness and distinctness were proposed bj' Descartes as cri-

teria of the truth of ideas ; but that philosopher has nowhere

accurately distinguished between thought 2:iroperly so called

and other states of consciousness, nor between the formal

clearness and distinctness which depend on the relation of

one thought to another and the vmterial clearness and dis-

tinctness which depend on the relation of a thought to its

object as presented. A concept is formally clear when it can

be distinguished as a whole from any other ; it is formally

distinct when its several constituent elements can be analysed

and distinguished from each other ; but this is a criterion of

logical reality alone, of the mental conceivability, not of the

extra-mental existence of the object. If I have a clear and

distinct notion of gold and of a mountain, I have also a

clear and distinct notion of a golden mountain, though the

objects of the two first notions are real, and of the last

imaginary. On the other hand, a concept will be materially
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clear and distinct if it accurately expresses the character of

the object itself, and its con)ponent elements as they actually

exist in nature. These qualities can obviously exist only in

those notions which represent real objects ; and in this case

the clearness and distinctness can only be ascertained by

an exact comparison of the object with its notion, i.e. by

experience.' *

It is true that Descartes was more or loss aware of the

equivocal nature of his canon, since he adds to the requisite

of clearness the proviso that the idea shall involve existence,

which would be tantamount to Mr. Mansel's phrase ' material

clearness.' But he gives no test whereby this material clear-

ness may be ascertained ; and in his speculations the material

element is frequently disregarded. The expei'ieuce, which

he may be supposed to have silently iiuderstood in reference

to some objects, could not have been implied in others. How
can experience verify the material clearness of our formal

i lea of God ? of the soul ? of cause ?

There is, indeed, but one mode of escape for Descartes, and

all those who believe in the validity of ontological specula-

tions : namely, to assert the existence of Innate Ideas, or

—

as the theory is generally stated in modern times—of Ne-

cessary Truths independent of all experience. If the idea

of God, for example, be innate in us, it is no longer a matter

of inference, but of Consciousness ; and on such an hypo-

thesis Descartes is correct in believing that the certainty of

this idea equals the certainty of geometry.

But some maintain that he did not assert the existence of

Innate Ideas, though, from its having been a doctrine main-

tained by his followers, it is usually attributed to him.

Dugald Stewart quotes the following passage from Descartes

in reply to his adversaries, who accused him of holding the

tenet of Innate Ideas :—
' When I said that the idea of God

is innate in us, I never meant more than this, that Nature

has endowed us with a faculty hy ivhich ive may know God
;

but I have never either said or thought that such ideas had

Maxsel: The Liiniis of Demonstrative Science, 1853, p. 10.
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an actual existence, or even that they were a species distinct

from the faculty of thinking. . . . Although the idea

of God is so imprinted on our minds that every person has

within himself the faculty of knowing Him, it does not

follow that there may not have been various individuals who

have jiassed through life without making this idea a distinct

object of apprehension ; and, in truth, they who think they

have an idea of a plurality of Gods have no idea of God

whatever.'

From this it would appear that he did not hold the doc-

trine of Innate Ideas. But we must venture to dissent from

the conclusion drawn by Dugald Stewart on the strength of

such a passage ; against that jiassage we will bring another

equally explicit (we could bring fifty, if necessary), which

asserts the existence of Innate Ideas. ' By the word idea,'

ho says, 'I understand all that can be in our thoughts; and

I distinguish three sorts of ideas :

—

advent it imis, like the

common idea of the sun; framed by the mind, such as that

which asti'onomical reasoning gives of the sun ; and innate,

as the idea of God, mind, body, a triangle, and generally all

those which represent true immutable and eternal essences.' *

This last explanation is distinct ; and it is all that the serious

antagonists of Innate Ideas have ever comibated. If Descartes,

when pressed bj objections, gave different explanations, we
may attribute that to the want of a steady conception of the

vital importance of Innate Ideas in his system. The fact

remains that Innate Ideas form the necessary groundwtrk of

the Cartesian doctrine.

Although the theory of Innate Ideas may, in its Cartesian

form, be said to be exploded, it does really continue to be

upheld, under a new form. A conviction of the paramount

necessity of some such groundwork for metaphysical specula-

tion has led to the modern theory of Necessary Truths. This

idansible theory has been adopted by Dr. Whewell in his

Philosophy of the Inductive Sciences; but his arguments have

* I-cltrcs dc Discarlts, liv.
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been compL'tely answered by Mr. Mill on the one hand, and

by Sir John Herscliel on the other.*

The basis of all modern ontological speculations lies in

the assumption that we have ideas independent of experience.

That we have no ideas independent of experience has been,

clearly enough established in the best schools of psychology

;

but the existence of metaphysical speculation proves that

the contrary opinion still finds numerous upholders.

The fundamental question then of modern Philosophy

being, Have we any Ideas independent of Exijerieuce?

the attempts to solve it will occupy the greater portion of

our history. Before entering upon it, we must exhibit the

Method of Descartes pushed to its ultimate conclusions in

Spinoza.

t

* Siistem of Logic, book ii. ch. v.; and Quarterly Review, June 1841 ; indeed,

Dr. Whewell's arguments had been anticipated and refuted by Locke long before.

See Essiiy, book iv. ch. 6, 7.

t Thu best modern works on Deseartes, apart from regular Histories of

Philosophy, are Feancisque Boulueii: Histoire et Critinne de la Revolution

Cartesienne, Paris, 1842; Ch. Renouvieu: Manuel de la Philos. Moderne, Paris,

1841 ; Fecerbach: Gcschichte der neuern Philosophie, Leipzig, 1847, and Knxo
Fischer: Oesch. der ncue.rn Philos. Bd. i. Heidelberg, 1865. The best edition of

Descartes' works is that by Victor Cousin, in eleven vols. Svo. Paris, 1826.

M. Jules Simon has also published a cheap and convenient edition, in one

volume, of the Discourse on Method, the Meditations, and the Treatise on

thi- Passions, Paris, 1844. Both of these have been translated into English

(i:dinburgh, 1853).
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SECOND ErOCII.

Tlw Suhjcctive Method carried to its extreme remlt'i in

Pantheistic Idealism.

CHAPTER I.

spiyozA.

§ I. His Life.

GREAT among the greatest as a thinker, Spinoza is also one

of the most interesting figures in the history of Philo-

sophy—a standing lesson of the injustice of mankind to those

who are honest in their opinions when the opinions happen to

be unpopular. All men declare it ignoble to pretend tt) believe

that which the mind rejects as false
;
yet all men are ready

to make the rejection of their opinions a crime. You ought

not to be a hypocrite ; but you ought not to disbelieve what

we assure you is the truth. Be honest by all means ; only

don't think differently from us. If you do, we must suspect

your morals. It has always been known that Si^inoza was

as gentle in his life as he was steadfast in his philosophy
;

that he lived modest, virtuous, and independent, without

blame among men, except for his incorrigible distrust in the

wisdom of his elders. It has been known that if he had

been an orthodox Jew, or an orthodox Christian, his career

would have been held up as a model, and his character canon-

ised ; but this knowledge for several generations did not

arrest almost universal execration, did not prevent his name

becoming a brand of infamy ; so that the accusation of Spi-



SPIXOZA: HIS LIFE. 163

nozism was another name for atheism, and tleliberato yielding

of the soul to Satan.

But the temper of opinion has changed. The detested

atheist is now commonlj^ spoken of as if he were a saint

;

the ' devil's ambassador ' is listened to as if he were a

prophet. Men vie with each other in exaggeration of his

merits. It is now acknowledged that he was good, wise,

gentle, generous ; and only polemical intolerance, or the

uneasy vanity which seeks display in paradox, will now
deny him these qualities. We owe the change to Lessing

and Mendelssohn, whose sincerity and penetration at once

discerned in the execrated writings a massive grandeur and

a lucid depth, and in the man a moi'al elevation and sere-

nity, which cliiimed all honour. Herder, Goethe, Novalis,

Schleiermacher, Schelling, Hegel—each had his emphatic

protest to utter against the vulgar outcry. France followed

:

and it would now be deemed as great a mark of ignorance

to speak with reprobation of Spinoza as to shudder at the

heresy of Galileo. The man whom the pious Malebranche

could designate 'a wretch ' {uniniserahle), the pious Schleier-

macher invoked as a saint ;
* the man whom the sceptic

Bayle called a ' S3'steraatic atheist,' the Catholic Novalis

named ' a God-intoxicated man.' And yet, although the

temper has changed, we may doubt whether Spinoza will not

continue to be misunderstood by the majority :
' Les ames

males,' says Rousseau, ' out un idiome dont les ames faibles

u'ont pas la grammaire.'

Let us, from the story of his life and the study of his

teaching, try to form some opinion of the justice of the

hatred he inspired, and of the veneration now felt for him.

When scorn for what is base and false is not imperatively

commanded by the evidence, admiration becomes a duty.

Admiration, provided it be sincere, and not a spurious noisy

enthusiasm, partly echo, partly sham, is so noble a feeling,

so healthy in its influence on the mind whose guest it

* MALKiiTiANCHE : Mtditntions Chrcticiitics, ix. 13. Schleieemacher : Scde

iihcr ilk liiliijion, p. 4".
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bocoiuos, that even for our own sakes wc ought to give it

hospitality, while on the highest grounds of justice it carries

its own credentials. Blind admiration, indeed, is of no

benefit ; neither is blind scorn. Spinoza needs but to be

known to be admired. Hence it was that his affectionate

biographer, Jean Colerus, pastor at the Hague, though

trembling with a vague horror at the consequences of what

Spinoza taught, was so fascinated by the beauty of the life,

that he devoted himself to the collection of materials which

should be a lasting monument to the goodness and jiurity of

the heretic. Nothing is more certain than that the life was

one of blameless purity. Had there been any rumours to

the contrary, the hatred of offended Jews and Christians

would have surely preserved and magnified them. This

negative evidence is stronger even than the p3sitive details.

To be fiimous, to be infamous, and yet give Scandal no

morsel for malignant curiosity, is the rare lot of only the

rarest natures.

Baruch Despinosa, or Benedictus de Spinoza,* was born

on the 24th Novemb"r, lG'i2, in a house on a Burgwal of

Amsterdam, behind the Synagogue.f His parents were

descendants of Portuguese Jews who had sought refuge in

Holland from the merciless Inquisition.' His father was an

honourable but not wealthy merchant. There were two

daughters and one son. This is pretty much all avc

know of the family-. Of Benedict himself as a child we

know nothing. Eai'ly banished from the home and hearts of

his relatives, there were none of those pleasant little tradi-

tions concerning the boy which are handed about with pride

when the man becomes illustrious.

• In llie Royal Library at TI;inov('r tlitre is a loiter from Spisoz.i to Lkiunitz

in which lie signs liinisolf B. JJespinosa. But when hu published liis Abridg-

nuut of Dcscartcf, he wroto his name Spinoza; and this is the spelling

adopttd in the Excommunication. Such minor variations were little thought of

ill early days, and even at the present day in Franco we sometimes see a

similar indifference.

t I tried in vain to discover the house. The Dutch, who have suffered the

house where the orthodox Krasmcs was born, to become a low gin-shop,

are not the people to have been very curious about the birthplace of tlie

heterodox Snsozi..
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The nrst autlaentic glimpse we get of him is that he was

destined for a theological career. His rabbinical education

gave him such opportunities for the disjjlay of precocious

power that he soon attracted the attention of the great

Tahnudist, Saul Levi Morteira, who felt in him the interest

a teacher feels in a promising pupil. Unhajipily for teachers,

promising pupils often become ti'oublesome : the very ardour

of study and vigour of intellect which carry them beyond

their schoolfellows carry them also, and with increased

momentum, past those boundaries which Authority has fixed.

Thus eagerness becomes dangerous, earnestness heresy, and

the hopeful pupil passes into the condition of a hopeless

outcast. Young Benedict asked such intelligent questions,

listened so appreciatiiigly to the replies, showed so nimble

an understanding, and so much eagerness for light, that we

can sympathise with Morteira's bewilderment, half dread,

half j)ride, when the j^npil hurried on with logical impetuo-

sity, asking questions inconvenient to answer, and pointing

out slight discrepancies in the answers. He was indeed a

promising puj)il ; but of a promise that looked threatening.

At fourteen he was a match for a rabbi in the extent and

accuracy of biblical learning. At fifteen he puzzled the

Synagogue with questions to which satisfactory answers

were not forthcoming. Morteira, alarmed, endeavoured to

check this inquiring spirit. The attempt was futile. How
long the jjerioJ of disquiet lasted is unknown. Spinoza had

made enemies by his freedom ; and since he would not hold

his tongue, he had to listen to threats mingled with sophis-

tications. Naturally, heterodoxy grew with discussion. At

last he felt that he could no longer remain a member of the

Synagogue. We can easily imagine the wrath excited by

his withdrawal, not only among the rabbis, but among the

members of his family circle. We can picture the storming

father, weeping and reproachful mother, indignant sisters,

one after another and all together, threatening, sneering,

expostulating, urging irrelevant arguments : Whj' should he

not believe what his forefathers had believed ? What vanity
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in liim to iireteiul to a wisdom greator than Unit of tlio

wisest rabbis ! What would boooiiie of him '? What could

be his chance of success in life? And the feelings of his

family—were they to be disi'egarded ? It was di-eadful to

think of; wicked, selfish ; certain to come to no good.

The arguments of Morteira having failed, we need not ask

what chance there was in the ' wild and whirling words

'

of a family (with its * feelings ' unaccountably disregarded)

making any change in his position. Threats were tried and

failed. Then a bribe was tried : the suasive influence of

money would surely succeed where logic failed ? A pension

was proposed to him of one thousand Horins annually, on the

condition of his appearing from time to time in the syna-

gogue, and keeping within his own bosora certain trouble-

some doubts. The ' bad example ' and the ' scandal ' would

thus be avoided. Nothing was asked of him more than is

asked by all Churches, when they are not strong enough, to

punish, and are weak enough to wish for homage where there

is no belief. ' If you are not with us do at least pretend to

be with us; give us your countenance, if not your heart.'

To some sensitive consciences this is an appalling re-

quest. It is like an echo of the tempter's voice. Spinoza

had one of these sensitive consciences. He not only would

not pretend to believe what he did not believe ; he was hurt

at the supposition that he could be bribed into hypocrisy.

We can understand how the rage of the rabbis was in-

tensified by this refusal, without, however, believing that

they instigated the attempt at assassination which followed.

I, for my part, distinctly refuse to believe that. I have

never seen any evidence of Jews being morally inferior to

Christians ; and although fanatics of all sects have shown

themselves remarkably indifferent to shedding the blood of

opponents, they need, for the sake of their consciences, some

form to legalise or legitimise the murder they decree. They

cannot look into each other's faces, and propose what each

knows will be a murder.

Meme aux yeux de I'injuste nn injuste est Iiorrible.*

* BolLFiV.
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The action of public bodies must be public, and must be

protected by at least the forms of legality or the sophisms

of ' a higher law.' * On these general grounds, therefore, I

acquit the rabbis of having instigated the attempt. Far

more probable is the supposition that some fanatic, hearing

of the scandal about to fall upon his church, conceived that

he would do the church a service if he arrested the scandal

with his knife.

Be that as it may, one evening, on returning from the

theatre (according to one account), or from the synagogue

(according to another), or, as Mr. Fronde suggests, probably

coming to his home, which was behind the synagogue, a

man rushed on him, and struck at him with a knife. The

blow, slanting downwards, only tore his coat and grazed his

skin. The fanatic escaped. The torn coat was preserved by

Spinoza as a memento of religious amenity.

Shortly after this exhibition of individual fanaticism there

was another and more imposing exhibition of corporate in-

dignation in the solemn process of Excommunication. There

was a large and agitated crowd in the synagogue when the

tabernacle wherein were deposited the Books of the Law
was opened ; and the light of numerous candles of bl.ack wax

streamed upon the long beards and beaded eyes of the angry

vfaithful. Morteira, formerly the proud teacher, now the

irritated priest, ordered sentence of execution to be passed.

The chanter rose and chanted forth in loud lugubrious

accents the words of execration and of banishment. The

words ran thus :
—

' According to what has been decreed in the Council of

Angels, and definitely determined in the Assembly of Saints,

we reject, and banish, and declare him to be cursed and ex-

communicated, agreeable to the will of God and the Congre-

gation, by virtue of the Book of the Law, and of the six

* Spin'oza has expressed this in the following passage: 'Ita enim hominnm

naturani constitutam videmus, ut uuusquisque (sive rex sive subditus sit) si quid

turpe commisit factum suum talibus eireumstantiis adornare studeat ut nihil

contra justum et dccornm comraisisse credatur.'

—

Trcuiatus Theo/nf/.-Poli/iciis,

c. xii.
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hundred and thirteen Precepts contained therein. We pro-

nounce the same interdiction used by Joshua with respect to

the city of Jericho ; the same curse wherewith Elisha cursed

those wanton and insolent children, as well as his servant

Gehasi ; the same Anathema used by Barak with respect to

Meros : the same Excommunication used anciently by the

members of the Great Council ; and which Jehuda, the son

of Ezekiel, did likewise thunder against his servant, and

with all the curses, anathemas, interdictions, and excommu-

nications which have been fulminated from the time of

Moses, our master, to this jDresent day, in the name of

AchUiariel, who is also called Jah, the Lord of Hosts; in the

name of the great prince Michael; in the name of Metateron,

whose name is like that of his master;* in the name of

Sayidaljyhon, whose ordinary employment consists in present-

ing flowers and garlands to his master [that is, in offering

the prayers of the children of Israel before the throne of

God]. Lastly, in that name which contains forty-two letters

—namely, in the name of Him who appeared to Moses in the

bush : in that name by which Moses opened and divided the

waters of the Red Sea ; in the name of Him who said, 1 am
that I am and who shall be ; by the mysterious depths of the

great Name; by His Holy Commandments engraved upon

the two Tables of the Law. Lastly, in the name of the

Lord of Hosts the Tetragrammaton, the God of Israel who

sits enthroned upon the cherubim. In the name of the

Globes, Wheels, mysterious Beasts, and his ministering

Angels. In the name of all the Holy Angels who minister

before the Most High. Every son of Israel or daughter of

Israel who shall trespass one of the ordinances denounced

solemnly. Let him be cursed by the Lord God of Hosts, who

sits above the cherubim, whose holy and dreadful name was

pronounced by the high-priest in the great day of atonement.

Let him be cursed in heaven and earth by the very mouth of

the Almighty God. Let him be cursed in the name of the

• The letters of the word Metateron make up the same number willi the word

Sikadai, the Almighty, namely, three hundred and fourteen.
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great Prince Michael, in the name of Metateron, whose name
is like that of his Master. Let him be cursed in the name
of Achthariel Jah, the Lord of Hosts, cursed by the mouth of

the Sera^jhim and Ofanirn and those ministering angels who
minister in the presence of God to serve him in all purity and

holiness.

'Was he born in Nimn (Miircli), a month the direction of

which is assigned to Uriel, and to the angels of his company,

let him be cursed by the mouth of Uriel, and by the mouth

of the angels whei'eof he is the head.

' Was ho horn in Ijar (April), a month the direction of

which is assigned to Zephaniel, and to the angels of his com-

pany, let him be cursed by the mouth of Zejjhaniel, and by

the mouth of the angels whereof he is the head.

'Was he born in Sivan (May), a month the direction of

which belongs to Amriel, let him be cursed, &c.

'Was he born in Thammus (June), the direction of which

is assigned to Pentel, let him be cursed, &c.

' Was he born in Ab (July), the direction of which is as-

signed to Barkiel, let him be cursed, &c.

'Was he born in Ehil (August) the direction of which is

assigned to Veriel, let him be cursed, &c.

' Was he born in Tishri (September), the direction of

which is assigned to Zuriel, let him be cursed, &c.

'Was he born in Marchesvlivan (October), the direction of

which is assigned to ZacJiariel, let him be cursed, &c.

'Was he born in Kishlev (November), the direction of

which is assigned to Adoniel, let him be cursed, &c.

'Was he born in Tcfet (December), the direction of which

is assigned to Anael, let him be cursed, &c.

' Was he born in ScJievat (January), the direction of which

is assigned to Gahriel, let him be cursed, &c.

' Was he born in Adar (February), the direction of which

is assigned to Bumiel, and to those of his company, let him
be cursed by the mouth of Rumiel, and by the mouth of the

angels of whom he is the head.

' Let him be cursed by the mouth of the Seven An "-els
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who prosiile over the seven days of the week, and by ihc

mouth of all the angels who follow them and fight under their

banners. Let him be cursed by the Four Angels who preside

over the four seasons of the year, and by the mouth of all the

angels who follow them and light under their banners. Let

him be cursed by the mouth of the seven prim-ipalities. Let

him be cursed by the mouth of the princes of the Law, whose

name is Crown and Seal. Let him be cursed by the mouth
of the strong, powerful, and dreadful God.

' We beseech the great God to confound such a man and

to hasten the day of his destruction. O God, the God of

Spirits, dejjress him under all flesh, extirpate, destroy, exter-

minate, and annihilate him. The ire of the Lord, the most

contagious storms and winds fall upon the head of impious

men ; the exterminating angels will fall upon them. Cursed

be he wherever he turn ; his soul shall go out from him in

ten'or. Hia death be in dire sickness ; his spirit shall not

pass out and away ; (rod send the sharpest and most violent

evils upon him. Let him perish by a burning fever, by a

consumption, being dried up by fire within and covered with

leprosy and imposthuines without. Let God pursue him

till he be entirely rooted out and destroyed; until his own
sword shall be pierced through his own breast ; and his bow

shall be broken. He will be like the straw which is scattered

about by the wind. The angel of the Lord will pursue him

in darkness, in slippery places, where the paths of the

wicked are. His destruction will fall upon him at the time

when he does not expect it ; he will find himself taken in the

snai-e which he laid in private for others. Being driven

from the face of the earth, he will be driven from light into

darkness. Oppression and anguish will seize him on every

side. His eyes shall sec his condemnation. He will drink the

cup of the indignation of the Almighty God, whose curses will

cover him as his garments. The strength of his skin shall

be devoured. The earth will swallow him up. God will ex-

tirpate and shut him for ever out of his house. Let God
never forgive him his sins. Let the wrath and indignation of
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the Loi'd snrroiind liim and smolco for evei' on his head. Let

all the curses contained in the Book of the Law fall upon

him. Let God blot him from uuder the heavens. Let God
separate him to his own destruction from all the tribes of

Israel, and give him for his lot all the curses contained in

the Book of the Law.

'As for you who are still living, serve the Lord your God,

who blessed Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Moses, Aaron, David,

Solomon, the prophets of Israel, and so many good men
everywhere dispersed among the Gentiles. May it please

the Great God to shower his blessings upon this whole as-

sembly, and upon all other holy assemblies, and the members

thereof, except those that trespass over this Anathema. God

keep them under his holy protection. God preserve them in

his great mercy, and deliver them from all sorts of misery

and oppression. God grant tliem all a gi-eat many years

;

let him bless and prosper all theu" undertakings. Lastly,

may the great God shortly grant them that Deliverance

which they with all the brethren of Israel expect : and be

this His gracious Will. Amen.'*

While these curses were chanted forth from one siile, the

thrilling sounds of a trumpet accompanied them at intervals

from the other. The black candles were reversed, and made

to melt drop by drop into a huge tub filled with blood. This

symbol made the spectators shudder, and when the close

came, and the lights were all suddenly immersed in the

* The fornnila of excommunication, contained in a liitunl called ' Kol Do

'

(reprinted in Uuolini, torn, xxvii.), but probably never used in full, I Lave foimd

nowhere in English but in tlie little work called An Account of the Life and

Writings of Spinoza, published in London, 1720, which none of the later writers

seem to have known. It contains an abbreviation of the Life by CoLEKrs, ami

.1 slight analysis of the Tractatiis Theologico-PoHiicus. It has only ninety-six

pages of large print, and was published for one shilling. The translation is

loose in many places, and tlie Hebrew names incorrectly spelled. The version I

liave printed has been revised for me by the erudite Semitic scholar Mr. E.

Deutsch. The form of excommunication printed by Vlotrn in the Suppfementiini

i.s only an abridgment of that quoted in the text ; whether this abridgment was

made in the paper sent to Spicoza, or made by the chief Rabbi at the ceremony, is

not clear.
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blood, a cry of execration rose from all, mul in that darkiioss

rose shouts of ' Amen !
' to the curses.

Amsterdam, at least the Jewish part of it, was iu a;i

uproar ; but the young man who had been cursed thus

particularly was perhaps not much troubled. Bln.clc candles

melting in blood, lugubrious chan tings of detailed curses

with trumpet accomijaniments, might terrify those who

believed that God would certainly fulfil all the intentions

which Eabbis attributed to him—believed in the wrath and

ferocity, the merciless lust of vengeance, which they, personi-

fying their own passions, attributed to the Creator : but

such cursings were no more than fetid breath to one whose

conceptions of the Creator were of a higher kind, whose faith

in the goodness of God, and jilacid rcsigiration to God's will,

was more than a tradition, more than a profession, a deep

conviction working through his life.

So much of the outward life we know ; of the inward life

we know nothing. Kuno Fischer is probably warranted in

the assumption that it was to the influence of Descartes that

Spinoza owed his emancii)ation from rabbinical ideas; but

we have no evidence on the subject. Nor do we know how

he fared when banished from the Jewish community and his

family. His isolation was great. Excluded from the society

of Jews, he found no refuge in that of Christians; nor had

he at first a select circle of sympathising friends to whom he

could turn : these came later on. There were, indeed, one or

trwo from whom he might have received sympathy : one of

these was Vanden Ende, the physician and philologist, from

whom he had learned Latin and (it is conjectured) philosophy,

and (as I conjecture) gained that acquaintance with anatomy

and physiology which, although never oVjtruded, is never-

theless discernible in his writings.* Vanden Ende had a

daughter who is sometimes said to have taught Spinoza

• There are many slight iniiioations scattered through his works, but t!ie best

evidence is that he never commits himsrlf by ignorant statements in tlieio

matters.
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Latin, but as she was only a cluld of twelve at tlie date of

the Excommunication, 1G56, inexorable chronology refuses

its countenance to that myth. Whether there is any truth

in the story of Spinoza's having been jilted by this Clara

Maria for one Kerckrinck, a Hamburgh merchant, who

wooed and won her with pearl necklaces (a story which has

been elevated into romance by Auerbach), it would be diffi-

cult to decide. He himself spoke of the affection he had

borne her ; but considering that she refused to marry Kerck-

rinck until he had come over to her religion, we caunot

supxDOse that she would have listened to Spinoza, who had

discarded all religious forms. And what shall we say to the

suggestion of his Jewish biographer, Philippson, that it was

this idea of a Jew marrying a Christian which led him to

meditate on Judaism, Christianity, and Eeligion in the ab-

stract, whence he rose through Love to Philosophy ?

Love seems to have played but a very subordinate part in

this thinker's life. He tells us himself that it was another

mistress to whom he was devoted. In a fragment entitled

' On the Improvement of the Intellect,' which was his first

work, there is this passage, which has biogi"aphical signifi-

cance :

—

' Experience having taught me that all the ordinary affiiirs

of life are vain and futile, and that those things wliirh

I dreaded were only in themselves good or bad according as

they moved my soul, I finally resolved on inquiring if there

was anything truly good in itself, and capable of being com-

municated to man, a good which, everything else being

rejected, could fill the soul entirely ; whether, in short, that

good existed which, if possessed, could give supreme and

eternal happiness. I say, Ifinally resolved, because at first it

seemed inconsiderate to renounce the good which was certain

for a greater good which was uncertain. I pondered on the

advantages which accrued from reputation and wealth, all of

which I must renounce if I would seriously undertake the

search after another object, and which, if happiness chanced

to belong to these advantages, I should necessarily sec escape
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me ; and if, on the other hand, happiness belongs to other

objects, and I sought happiness where it is not to be fonnd,

then also should I miss it. I therefore resolved this in my
mind : whether it were possible for me to regulate my life

according to a new rule, or at any rate ascertain the existence

of such a rule, without changing the actual order of my life

—

a thing which I have often in vain attempted. For those

things which most frequently occur in life, and in which men,

judging from their acts, think supi'cme happiness consists,

may be reduced to three, riches, hmioitrs, and plensiires of the

senses.* By these three the mind is so occupied it is scarcely

able to think of any other good. Pleasures of sense, espe-

cially, so absorb the mind that it reposes in them, and thus

is prevented from thinking of anything else. But after

fruition follows sadness, which, if it does not absorb the mind,

at least disturbs and deadens it. The search after riches and

honours also occupies the mind, especially when sought for

their own sake, as if they constituted happiness. Repent-

ance does not follow riches and honours as it follows sensu-

ous pleasures ; on the contrary, the more we possess of them

the greater is our pleasure, and consequently the greater our

desire to increase them. Honour, or reputation, is a serious

impediment, because to attain it we must direct our lives

according to the wishes of others, avoiding what the vulgar

avoid, seeking what men seek. When, therefore, I saw the

obstacles which hindered me from following a rule of con-

duct different from the ordinary mile, and saw how great was

the antagonism between the two, I was forced to inquire

which of the two would be most useful to me ; for, as I said

just now, I seemed to be abandoning the certain for the un-

certain. But after meditating thereupon, I found, first, that

in giving up the ordinary advantages I really renounced only

an uncertain good for another equally uncertain, the latter

however, being only uncertain as to the possibility of my
attaining it. After assiduous meditation I found that I was

• Spinozji's language is stronger, but to translate more literally would, peiliaps,

mislead; be says: Viviiiat, honorem, atque libidincm.

i
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only quitting certain evils for a certain good. For I saw I

was in the greatest danger, which forced me to seek a remedy,

even an imcertain one ; as a man in sickness, seeing certain

death before him unless something be done, will seize at any

remedy, however vague, for in that is all his hope. And,

indeed, all those things which the vulgar seek were not only

unable to furnish me with a remedy, but were obstacles,

because they are frequently the very causes of the ruin of

those who possess them, and always of those who are pos-

sessed by them. Many are the examples of those who have

suffered persecution, nay, death, on account of their wealth,

or who, in the hope of gain, have exposed themselves to

perils, and paid for their folly with their lives. Nor are

there fewer examples of men who, in the pursuit of honours,

or in defending them, have become most miserable. Lastly,

there are innumerable examples of those who by excess of

sensual pleasures have accelerated their death. Hence the

evil seems to me to arise from this : that all our happiness

and unhapjDiness depends solely on the quality of the object

which we desire. For those things which are not desired

arouse neither quari'els nor sorrow if they escape us, nor

envy when others possess them, neither fear nor hate, in a

word, no commotion of the mind ; whereas all those evils

belong to our attachment to perishable things, such as those

just spoken of. But love of what is eternal and infinite

nourishes the mind with joy only, and is never touched with

sorrow, and it is this good so eminently desirable that all

men should seek. Yet it was not without meaning that I

said, to consider the matter seriously. For although I clearly

perceived this in my mind, I could not banish all love of

wealth, honours, and sensual pleasures. But I found that so

long as my mind was occupied with these thoughts so long

was it turned away from passions, and seriously meditated

the new rule of life, which was to me a great consolation.

For thus I saw that these evils were not incurable ; and,

although at first these serious moments were rare and brief,

yet afterwards, as the true ijood became better known, they
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became more frequent and more durable, especially when
I saw that the acquisition of wealth, glory, and sensual

pleasures was fatal so long as these were sought for their

own sakes, and not as means to an end. If, indeed, they are

sought as means then they have their value and do little

hurt; on the contrary, they are very useful towards the

proposed end.

' Here let me say what I mean by the true good, and what

is the supreme good. To understand these rightly, it must be

noted that good and evil are only relative, so that one and the

same thing may be called good or evil according to its dif-

ferent aspects ; and the same of perfection and imperfection.

Nothing considered in itself can be called perfect or imper-

fect; as we shall understand when we see how all things

exist according to the external order and according to the

certain laws of nature. But as human wealvness cannot

follow this eternal order b}' its own thought, and meanwhile

man conceives a human nature much surpassing his own,

to the height of which nothing seems to prevent liis arriving,

he is incited to seek the means of arriving at this perfection,

and everything which seems to lead there is called by him

the true good. But the supreme good would be for him and

others, if possible, to enjoy this higher nature. And what is

this '? We shall hereafter show that it is the knowledge of

the union of the mind with all nature. This then is the

end I must seek : to acquire this higher human nature,

and use every effort for others to acquire it also ; that is

to say, it is necessary for my happiness that many others

should think with me, so that their intellects and their

desires should accord with mine ; for which two things arc

necessary : frst, to understand Nature so as to be able to

acquire this higher Imman nature; next, to form such a

society as will admit of the greatest number arriving easily

and securely at such perfection. Therefore our tasks are a

moral philosophy and the education of children; and, as

health is a not unimportant means for the end we have in

view, the whole science of medicine must be added : and, as
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the arts make many difficult things easy, and aid us by

saving our labour and time, we must not omit mechanics.

But above all must be sought a method of improving the

understanding, and as far as possible to correct it from the

beginning, so that, warned against error, it may know clearly.'

This passage must not be read as mere oratorical pre-

amble, but as the serious expression of a conviction. His

life testifies to its sincerity. What he said, he did ; what he

wrote in philosophic treatises, he tried to live in philosophic

earnestness. He was very poor, and was often tempted

—

tempted by money, tempted by vanity, tempted by his senses

;

but these lures were powerless. It was not with him as it is,

unhappily, with so many of us who mean to live a noble life,

and wish to act up to our best convictions, but who find that

the allurements, which are easily vanquished while they

remain at a certain distance, become our masters when they

press closely on us. Spinoza was a 'God-intoxicated man'

not only in the ardours of speculative activity, but in the

conflict of daily life, believing in God as an ever-present

reality. Amidst temptation he continued steadfast to the

divinity of those aspirations wliich in solitude bis soul had

seen to be divine. Many men before and since have been

poor and obscure, have despised wealth, have been careless

of fame, even when they have shown no touch of vain-

gloriousness in their contempt and noisy independence ; but

not many have been offered the opulence and glory they

despised, and have continued, after the offers, to leave them

disregarded and untouched. Many men have written elo-

quently and sincerely of quitting the perishable things of this

world for Truth. ; but few liave shown an equal earnestness in

translating this eloquence into conduct. Spinoza was one of

tlie few ; and it is well that this should be known, because

the deep i-epugnance which is felt against his speculative

opinions arises less from a sense of their falsehood than

from a belief that such opinions cannot enter the mind

without necessarily dissolving all moral principles. I have

no hesitation in avowing that many of Spinoza's conclusions

VOL. II. N
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are sucli as must sliock all Christians, and most Thcists, tliat

to him even more than to Kant should be applied the epithet

of 'all shattering' (alles zermalmende) , that logically there is

but a trivial distinction between his Acosniism, which makes

God the one imiversal being, and Atheism, which makes the

cosmos the one universal existence. Observe, I say ' logi-

cally ' there is but little difference ; spiritually, the difference

is profound. His Acosmism may rfenote what is scarcely

distinguishable from Atheism ; it connotes somethmg utterly

opposed to Atheism ; and we know that he explicitly and

emphatically repudiated Atheism. The horror which many
feel at his opinions is entirely due to the rooted prejudice

that morality is inseparable from certain sjiecial dogmas

which, if rejected, leave the man a prey to all animal and

ignoble passions. But no one was more rigorous than he in

the subjection of all passions and all egoisms to the love of

God and obedience to the Divine will. The love of God is

everywhere proclaimed the highest good, the noblest aim,

the only source of permanent felicity. And when Isaac

Orobio accused him of getting rid of all Religion in the

escape from superstition, he gravely asked, ' Is it to cast off

Religion to acknowledge God as the supreme good, and to love

him with singleness of soul, which love must constitute our

highest felicity, our most perfect freedom ? to believe that the

reward of virtue is virtue, and the punishment of ignorance

and impotence is ignorance ? and that everyone should love

his neighbour and obey the laws?'* He denied that true

morality has its basis in fear of punishment. To substitute

that fear for the love of God, is to show that we love some-

thing better than God.

Spinoza shocks those who regard him from an antagonistic

standing point. No sooner is the mind disengaged from the

trammels of old prejudice than we learn to look on his argu-

* ' An quatso, ille omnem rcligionom exuit, qui D'um summum Ijoimm agiio-

sccndum statiiit, eundimqiio libero animo ut talem aniiindum? et quod in hoc solo

nostra samma felicitas summaqne libortas consistit? porro quod prEcmium virtutis

sit ipsa virtns, slultitiae autem et impotrntiae supplieium sit ipsa stultitia? ct

dtniquo quod unusfjuisquo proxinium suum amare debet et mandalis eummx
obcdirc?'

—

Kfiat. xlix. p. 29i.
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ments as on the arguments of Parmenides or Algazel ; we
ask whether they are true or false, whether they can be

taken up into our philosophy, or rejected from it ? This is

the attitude of Germany. To some extent it is the attitude

of France. It will become the attitude of England. For

myself I cannot accept Si)inoza's system ; but I see how it

was perfectly compatible with his own pure moi'alit}', and do

not fear lest it should disturb the morality of anyone who
could conscientiously adopt it. We may reject all outological

schemes, and deny the competence ofthe ontological method

;

but if we are to employ that method, and put our trust in

its conclusions, the results of Spinozism are quite as capable

of dovetailing with the needs of a noble life as any other

system.

And here I may make a remark of general application,

namely, that the incalculable importance of morality so

presses itself upon consideration at every turn, and neces-

sarily forms so large a part of every thinker's meditations,

that no rational system can be constructed which does not

conform itself to the highest prevalent conceptions of the

moral law. Hence we may observe, as a rule, that in

proportion as a speculative system departs from the prin-

ciples cui'reutly accepted in philosophy, it seeks to gain

increased support from morality, thus recovering the hold of

men's minds in one dii-ection which it has given up in the

other. If this be so, it shows how misguided is the anger

which assails a new thought from terror at its moral con-

sequences. Our first question should never be. To what will

this lead? but. Is this true?

Spinoza gained his livelihood by glass polishing. The
rules of the Jewish doctors enjoin the necessity of learning

some mechanical art, as well as the Law. It is not enough

for a Eabbi to be a scholar, he must also have at command
the means of subsistence. Spinoza, fond of optics, had

learned the art of polishing lenses ; and he acquired a certain

celebrity for the excellence of his workmanship, as we see in
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a letter from Leibnitz. He also relaxed his mind occasionally

by employing his pencil. Golems had a portfolio of por-

traits by him of several distinguished men ; among these

was a sketch of Spinoza himself, in the dress of Masaniello.

In 1660 we find him living in Rhynsburg, near Lej'den ;

and there among his friends we notice Henry Oldenburg,

who had been the Hague consul in London, when Cromwell

was Protector. He was also the intimate friend of Robert

Boyle, and helped in the foundation of the Royal Society of

Great Britain. The yery first paper in the Transactions of

that now illustrious society bears his signature. He writes

from London to Spinoza in the year 1(561, recalling their

pleasant discussions on God, thought, extension, the union

of the body and soul, and the philosophy of Descartes and

Bacon.*

Another friend is Simon de Vries, who was true to him
through life, and whose veneration is prettily expressed in

that passage of a letter wherein he exclaims, ' Thrice happy

is the young man living in the same house with you, who
can see you at breakfast and dinner, who can walk with you,

and listen to you on the highest subjects.' Upon which

Spinoza characteristically replies, ' You need not envy my
young inmate, against whom I jealously guard myself, and

to whom I earnestly beg that you and other friends will not

communicate my opinions until he has grown more ripe for

them. At present he is too childish and volatile, impelled

rather by curiosity than love of truth. But I hope that he

will put aside these faults as he grows older ; nay, as far as

I can judge of his disposition, I feel sure of this, and on this

account I take great pains with him.'f It was this young

man that Spinoza instructed in the Cartesian philosophy,

and for his use he began the composition of the ' Principles

of Descartes geometrically demonstrated ; ' not for Simon de

Vries, as is commonly said. This work was afterwards com-

pleted, and an appendix added, in which Spinoza indicated

* SpDfuzA : Epiat. i. t Vloten : Sujtp'cncnfum. p. 295.
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his chief point of divergence from Descartes. It was

published by Meyer in 1664, and produced considerable stir

among the Cartesians.

He left Eliynsburg for the Hague, and there among his

warm friends was the celebrated and unfortunate Grand

Pensioner, Jean de Witt. ' In all Holland,' says Mr. Froude,

' there were none like these two ; they had found each other

now, and they loved each other as only good men love.

Fi-om him Spinoza accepted a pension, not a very enormous

one—some thirty-five pounds a year ; the only thing of the

kind he ever did accept. Perhaps because De Witt was the

only person he had met who exactly miderstood what it was,

and weighed such favours at their exact worth, neither less

nor more.'

This interpretation is consistent with aU we know of

Spinoza. On the death of his father, his two sisters,

Rebecca and Miriam, tried to keep him from his inheritance,

probably thinking that an excommunicated heretic had no

claim on the money of the faithful. He appealed against

them in a court of law; gained his cause, and having thus

satisfied his sense of justice, gave up the contested property

as a free gift, thus saving his sisters fi-om fraud, and himself

from an indignit}-. Later in life his aflectionate pupil,

Simon de Vries, brought him a thousand florins, entreating

him to accept it as a slight payment of the heavy debt the

pupil owed the teacher. Spinoza laughingly assured him

that he was in no need of money, and that such a sum would

turn his head. Simon then made a will, bequeathing the

whole of his property to Spinoza, who, on hearing of it, at

once set off for Amsterdam to remonstrate against an act so

unjust to Simon's brother. His arguments prevailed. The

will was destroyed, and the brother finally inherited. Now
came a struggle of generosity. The heir protested that he

could not accept the property ^^nless he were allowed to

settle five hundred florins a year on the disinterested friend
;

and, after some debate, Spinoza agreed to accept three

hundred.
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In 1673 Kaxl Ludwig, the Elector Palatine, anxious to

secure so illustrious a thinker, offered him the chair of phi-

losophy at Heidelberg. But whatever allurement there

might otherwise have been in such a proposal was destroyed

by the intimation that the Elector hoped he would avoid

collision with existing creeds. ' I have never had any

intention of teaching in public,' replied the philosopher,

' and if I give my time to expounding the first questions of

philosophy, I shall perhaps not be able to make any advances

in its deeper questions as I desire. Nor do I exactly under-

stand within what limits my philosophy caw be made to avoid

collision with established creeds. Schisms do not arise so

much from a genuine love of religion as from the interests

and passions, and from that love of contradiction which

prompts men to falsify and anathematise even what is true.'*

And, therefore, the professorship was declined. Louis XIV.

offered him a pension if he would dedicate his next work to

him, but received for answer that the philosopher had no

intention of dedicating anything to his majesty.

From these examples we may conclude that his accept-

ance of the pension from De Witt was grounded on a perfect

confidence in the motives and the character of his friend.

There is often as much generosity in accepting as in con-

ferring an obligation ; and as much vanity as independence

in its rejection. All depends ujion the nature of the

existing relations, and the character of the friends.

A little incident, unnoticed by his biographers, but in-

teresting as an indication of the state of opinion in those

days, may here be related. If there is an error one might

have expected the clear and penetrating intellect of Spinoza

to have seen through, it is the eiTor of the Alchemists : but

this expectation is grounded on a misconception. Alchemy

seems absurd to us because experience has abundantly shown

that the processes of the alchemists were futile. In those

•'.... Quippe schJEinata non tam ex ardenti religionis studio oriuntur qiiiim

ex Tario hominum aiTcctu vel contradicendi studio, quo omnia oU>i rocto dicta siut,

dopravure ct damnare solont.'

—

Epist. liv. p. 301.
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days it seemed plausible eiioiigli ; and that which conquered

the assent of eminent men was not scientific deduction, but

a striking fact. J. F. Schweitzer (known in Europe by his

Latinised name of Helvetius) was then physician to the Prince

of Orange, and notorious as an antagonist of the alche-

mists. It was, therefore, their interest to convert him. On the

27th of December, IGGG, he received the visit of a stranger,

who declined to give his name, but who came, he said, in

consequence of the dispute between Helvetius and Kenelm

Digby, and was prejJared with material proofs of the exist-

ence of the philosopher's stone. After a sharp discussion,

the stranger handed him an extremely small portion of

yellow metallic powder, having the aspect of sulphur, as-

suring him it would transmute an ounce and a-half of lead

into gold. He depai'ted. Helvetius, in the presence of his

wife, made the experiment. To his astonishment it succeeded.

There was the ingot of gold, which all the goldsmiths and

assayers of the Hague pronounced to be pure. He was

startled into credulity. The fact mastered him, as striking

facts so often master imperfect scepticism. He wrote an

account of the whole adventure, and avowed his faith in the

alchemy which hitherto he had derided. This made no little

stir. Among the rest Spinoza was eager for precise details,

and we have a letter from him dated 25th of March, 16G7,

in which he says, ' Your last letter of the 14th reached me
safely, but various causes prevented my replying at once. I

spoke to Vossius about the Helvetius affair, and he burst out

laughing, wondering how I could occupy myself about such

trivialities. But T, disregarding this contempt, went to the

goldsmith who had assayed the gold, and whose name is

Brechtett. He assured me that, in spite of Vossius, the

gold during the fusion increased in weight on some silver

being thrown into the crucible ; hence, as he firmly believes,

this gold which changes silver into gold, must contain some-

thing peculiar in itself. Not he alone, but divers other

persons who were present at the time, assured me that such

was the case. After this I went to Helvetius, who showed
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me tlie gold and the crucible still having a little gold attached

to its inside, and told me that he had strewn scarcely a

quarter of a grain on the molten lead. He added that it

was his intention to publish a brief history of the affair.

This is what I have been able to learn of the matter.'

The trick which imposed upon Hclvetius was adroit, and

in those days the knowledge of chemistry was too imperfect,

and the nature of experimental evidence too little understood,

to suggest the presence of a trick. Spinoza, like the others,

seems to have relied upon the purely irrelevant testimony of

goldsmiths and bystanders ; and on similar testimony spirit-

rapping, witchcraft, and other delusions have been credited.

The next, and perhaps the most considerable, event to be

recorded in Spinoza's life is the publication in 1670 of the

Tradatus Theologico-Politicus. It is one of the boldest books

ever written ; and it was written at a time when boldness

was far more perilous than it has been since ; when philo-

sophers had to use elaborate precautions in advancing even

small heresies, and their skill was shown in insinuating what

they could not openly avow. Spinoza had for some time

resisted the entreaties of his friends ; he foresaw the tumult

that his opinions would arouse. Oldenburg writes to him in

1662, urging him to brave the ignorant niob and rely on the

sympathy of the learned (a pretty reed to lean on
! ) ; and in

1665 he is still more pressing. 'What do you fear? Why
hesitate ? Begin, and you may be confident of the applause

of all real j^hilosophers. I never will believe that you would

write anything against the existence and providence of God

;

and provided that these solid grounds of religion are re-

spected, it is easy to excuse or defend any philosoi^hic

opinions.' Tet Oldenburg himself held very different lan-

guage after publication ; and proved that Spinoza's hesita-

tion was well founded. What finally determined him is not

known. Most probably a deep sense of the importance of

his views at a period of widespread unrest, a period rife with

sophisms. Holland was reposing on the latirels she had won

in her long and desperate struggle against Spain. Having
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freed herself from a foreign yoke, she might now have com-

pleted her canals, extended her commerce, and enjoyed the

amenities of peace, had not theological faction disturbed it.

A land of political freedom, an asylum for persecuted free-

thinkers, it was torn by theological strife. The persecuted

Jews might flock there from Portugal and Spain; the

Protestants of France and Belgium found shelter there ; but

on their arrival these fugitives witnessed conflicts almost

as savage as those from which they fled. Toleration was

awarded to political thought ; various religions were allowed

to erect their chm-ches ; but within the pale of the State

Church there was the old strife. What Spinoza wished to

teach men was the essential nature of Eeligion, and the

political nature of a church. He wished to see a complete

separation of the temporal and spiritual powers, giving to

the Church a purely political significance in outward obser-

vances, and leaving individual conscience free as to opinions.

The State has a right to determine ceremonies and obser-

vances; but it violates every principle of justice if it attempts

to coerce opinions or the expression of opinions. It would

be impossible for men to continue to live in society unless

each gave up his right of action in deference to the laws

established for all. ' The right of action on his individual

judgment ceases ; but the right of action only, not the right

of reasoning and judging.'

I shall have to speak more particularly hereafter of this

book, which was everywhere condemned, interdicted, and,

above all, ' refuted.' Even free-thinkers were staggered

;

yet it found some energetic admirers, who printed it under

false titles, translated, and abridged it, thus disseminating

its ideas. In England an abridgment appeared in 1720, and

in 1737 a complete translation. What Spinoza thought of

his ' refuters ' may be gathered from a passage in one of his

letters.* ' The other day I saw the book which the Utrecht

professors have been writing against me hanging in a book-

* Epist. 1. p. 299.
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seller's wiudow, ami from the little I liatl time to read of it,

it seemed not worth reading, much less answering. I let the

book and its author alone. Mentally smiling, I thought how
the men who are most ignorant are always those most

audaciously ready to write.'

This Tractate made Spinoza's house the house of call for

lion-hunters. Foreign ministers, foreign philosophers, men
who admired him, men who execrated him, and men who

were to ' refute him,' came to occupy his leisure witli their

talk. He conversed very freely with them, sketching all the

while, often taking their portraits. Among these visitors we

shall only here note Leibnitz, who never spoke of him but in

terms unworthy of both these gi'eat intellects. This much
is to be said for Leibnitz, however, that he never thoroughly

understood Spinoza, and was shocked at the results of the

system he so misconceived. If he never understood the

simple Locke, we need not wonder that he failed to penetrate

the meaning of Spinoza ; that he did fail is conclusively and

almost ludicrously shown in the posthumous work published

by an admiring disciple,* of which I shall take no further

notice. Nevertheless, whether Leibnitz understood or mis-

understood Spinoza, one would have been glad of some

record of their meeting and conversation.

The murder of De Witt must have been a great shock to

Spinoza. It was the only occasion on which he is known to

have lost all control over his emotions ; and it must have

recurred to him with solemn feeling when, on a visit to the

great Conde, the report arose that he was a political spy,

and the popxilace surrounded the house where he lived.

* Fear nothing,' he said to his terrified landlord ;
' it is easy

for me to justify myself. There are those who know the

object of my jouraey. But whatever may arrive, as soon as

the mob assembles, I will go out and meet them, even though

I share the fate of De Witt.'

Annoyed at being misunderstood on points which seemed

• lie/ulalion incdite de Spinma. Par LeUmit;. Tricidie iVun Mimoirc 2'or

M. FoccHEB D£ CA.itEiL. Ftiris, 18-yi.

A



HIS LIFE. 187

to him so clear, he shrank from the publication of his

Ethics ; and accordingly that work only saw the light after

his death. He was timid and retiring, ill suited to the world

and the world's ways, especially unsuited for conflict. A
severe mysticism, like his, was not for vulgar minds. It

wanted even the emotion which could commend it to

mystical minds. For the peculiarity about him, that which

distinguishes him from all other thinkers, is that he was a

mystic whose mind moved with geometrical rigour and clear-

ness ; and his severe rigour of abstraction and deduction are

as repellent to the vague emotional tendencies of the mystical

mind, as the intense disinterestedness and passionlessness of

his system are repellent to the ordinary mind.

Let us glance at his private life. Though very poor,

from his scanty pittance he had something to spare for the

necessities of others. On looking over his papers after his

death, it was found that one day his expenses amounted to

three halfpence, for a soupe au lait and a little bxatter, with

three farthings extra for beer ; another day, gruel, with

butter and raisins, which cost him twopence halfpenny,

sufficed for his epicurism ; and as his biographer Colerus

says, ' Although often invited to dinner, he preferred the

scanty meal that he found at home to dining sumptuously at

the expense of another.' In company with a few neighbours,

he sat at the chimney corner, smoking his pipe and talking

to them of what they could understand, not disturbing their

creeds by any obtrusion of his own. No vanity of prosely-

tism made him trouble the convictions of those unfitted to

receive new doctrines. When his landlady, feeling, perhaps,

that the assurance of so good and great a man was almost

equal to the priest's, asked him whether he believed she

could be saved by her religion, which she knew was not his,

he replied, ' Your religion is a good one
;
you ought not to

seek another, nor doubt that yours will procure salvation,

provided you add to your piety the tranquil virtues of

domestic life.' Nor was this, as some might suppose, the

mere evasion of one who chose not to commit himself by



188 SPINOZ^V.

exposure of his heretical oiiinions ; it was a part of the

solemn earnestness with which he lookocl at life and accepted

faith. Eead the fourteenth chapter of the Theological Poli-

tical Treatise, and see how he distinguishes between what is

essential and what collateral in religion ; how faith in God

and love of God, with the consequent love of mankind, are

in his eyes the sum of all religion ; how, even, regarding

religious dogmas, it is not essential that they shoidd be true,

so that they be tiiily believed ; and how it by no means

follows that those who can give the best reasons for their

faith are truly the most faithful, but, on the contrary, those

who live most according to justice and charity. He knew

his hostess was not wise, but he saw that she was virtuous.

The children all loved him, and for them he would bring

one of his lenses to show them the spiders magnified. It

was his amusement to watch insects. The sight of spiders

fighting would make the tears roll down his cheeks with

laughter ; a trait which Dugald Stewart thinks ' very de-

cidedly indicates a tendency to insanity ;
* and satisfactorily

accounts for the horrible doctrines of Spinozism. Haraann

sees in it only the sympathy of one web-spinner for another

:

• His taste betrays itself in a mode of thought which only

insects can thus entangle. Spiders and their admirer Spinoza

naturally take to the geometric style of building.' t This is

only surpassed by Hegel's interpretation of his predisposition

to Consumption being in harmony with his philosophy, in

which all individuality and particularity were resolved into

the One Substance.

t

He had been a delicate child, and although at no time

• DroAU) Stettaet: Dissertation prefixed to Encycln. Ijrii. Note LL. So

readily are accusations made that even this amiable writer thinks it probablo

that Spinoza learned his irreligious principles from the chiiff school of Atheism,

the Synagogue of Amsterdam, ' where without any breach of charity (!) a large

proportion of the more opulent class may be reasonably presumed to belong to the

Siidducees.'

t Hamakn: Schriften, i. 406.

J The play on words cannot be rendered in English :
' diese Scliwindsucht iiber-

eiustimmend war mit ecinem Systeme, in dem auch alio Bcsonderheit und

Eiuzellu-it in der Einen Subslauz vcrschwindct.'
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positively an invalid, lie had always been weakly. Tlie

seeds of consumption slowly but inevitably undermined bis

strength, and on Sunday, 22nd February, 1677, he was so

feeble that his kind host and hostess left him reluctantly to

attend divine service. He feared that he was sinking. But

he entreated them to go to church as usual. On their return

he talked with them about the sermon, and ate some broth

with a good appetite. After dinner they again went to

church, but left the physician by his bedside. On their

return all was over. At three o'clock he had expired in the

presence of the physician—who paid himself by taking a

silver-handled knife and what money lay on the table, and

departed.

He died in his forty-fifth year, in the maturity of his

intellect, but not before he had thoroughly worked out the

whole scheme of his philosophy. ^

§ II. His Doctrines.

Although by its geometrical form Spinoza's system stands

as it were apart from every other system, a slender acquaint-

ance with the evolution of Philosophy enables us to recognise

its affiliations with those that have preceded it. In particu-

lar we are aware of this system being only one more expres-

sion of the irrepressible yearning after unity which may be

recognised in all speculation ; it is one more effort to place

Pantheism on a demonstrable basis. Had it not been for his

method, he would at once have been claimed by the mystics.

But his method and his language are so unlike the method

and language of mystics that his conclusions startle and

repel the very natures which have really most affinity with

them ; and this also in some degree, because the unsparing

rigour of his logic and the unhesitating sincerity with which

he follows it, bring into prominence ideas which are either

overlooked or suppressed by thinkers less rigorous or less

sincere.

The fervour and candour of his beaiitiful and fearless



190 SriXOZA.

spirit act upon our minds with searching and beneficent

effect. His sincerity challenges our own. We cannot medi-

tate on his thoughts and remain in apathetic vagueness.

We must piish to a conclusion. We must accept his teach-

ing or refute it ; and to refute it, we must reinvestignte the

pretensions, not of his method only but of Metaphysical

Method itself. It is on this ground that he merits the

epithet of ' all-shattering.' A serious study of the Ethics

may thus be a drastic purge clearing the mind of all the

humours and vapours of Ontology. It was this to me. 1

never hoped to find terra firma in the boundless marsh of

metaphysics after I had clearly seen the reasons which re-

jected Spinozism.

An attempt will here be made to exhibit the cardinal

points of the doctrine. I cannot pretend, in reasonable

limits, to anythuig like an exhaustive treatment, but only to

furnish as it were an introduction. And before doing even

this, it vnU be requisite to glance at the work by which

Spinoza is more generally known, the Tradatus Theologico-

Politicus, and to indicate its relation to modern Rationalism

which it has profoundly affected. While the Ethics must be

acknowledged to have penetrated deeply into German Philo-

sophy, the Tradatus may be almost considered as the parent

of German Rationalism. The various schools of criticism, as

is well known, bring to the interpretation of Scripture prin-

ciples which greatly alter the significance of many doctrinal

points. 1. The stricter interpretation of the text, initiated

by Emesti, Michaelis, and Semler, who sought by the appli-

cation o{ philological canons to ascertain the meaning which

the biblical writers attached to their words, and sought thus

to clear away the incrustation of successive depositions of

opinion which in the lapse of ages had gradually hidden the

original significance. 2. The rationalistic interjiretation of

Eichhorn and Paulus, who explained the miraculous narra-

tives as the naive, or superstitious, investiture given by the

Hebrew mind to real historical events, which were in accord-

ance with the order of nature, and only seemed miraculous
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because not uuderstood. 3. The moral interpretation of the

Kantists, who sought to disengage from the mixed contents

of the Scriptures the moral element which approves itself to

reason. 4. The acute application to the Old Testament of

historical criticism, by which De Wette and others have

endeavoured to demonstrate that the Pentateuch is a com-

pilation of comparatively late origin, and that the subsequent

historical books are unreliable. 5. The mythical interpreta-

tion, which is a result of modern research into the character

of early national records and mythologies.

These five methods of interpretation are all more or less

anticipated in the critical observations and rules of inter-

pretation embodied in Spinoza's treatise. Wiser than the

majority of critics who succeeded him, and who profited by

the labours of a century of research, Spinoza saw clearly that

the influences vfhich determined so complex a result as the

Hebrew Scriptures must themselves be complex, and there-

fore to attempt an explanation of these writings as the mani-

festation of a single tendency must issue in failure. In the

second, third, and sixth chapters of the Tractatus, the

rationalistic, philological, and moral methods will be recog-

nised at once ; and in the sixth chapter the general unreli-

ability of historical documents and the mj'thical tendency of

the human mind are clearly enunciated. There is room for

doubt indeed as to the nature of Spinoza's own view of the

Scriptures : two opinions seem to be expressed in different

passages : one which regards the Scriptures as containing

an exceptional revelation, differing not only in degree but in

kind from all other revelations (he speaks of the prophets

other nations have possessed), and consequently, although to

be interpreted by reason, having a higher source than reason;

the other opinion, which regards the Scriptures as exceptional

only ill so far as they contain a deeper wisdom and a higher

morality, in this sense also a revelation, but one differing in

degree, not in kind, from other revelations. Had Spinoza's

purpose been theological, he would doubtless have avoided

any such ambiguity ; but his purpose was practical ; he dealt
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with tlie religion wliieli lie foimd established, ancT tried to

make those who followed it follow it according to reason.

The treatise was theological only in a subordinate degree ; it

was theologico-political—the object was political. He did not

want to settle points of theological controversy, he wanted to

inculcate principles of liberty and toleration. Read his ex-

position of the real Catholic faith, towards the close of the

fourteenth chapter, and his theological position will be quite

clear.

Another apparent anticipation of modern views is seen in

those passages in which he speaks of Christ as a higher

manifestation of the Divinity than any other member of the

human race—as the actual representative of Ideal Humanity.*

I say apparent anticipation, for his words are susceptible

of another interpretation, and it is also possible to under-

stand them as ha%ang been uttered from a point of view lying

between his actual opinion and the opinion he is controverting

as an accommodation to the conviction of his readers. We
have, however, in his letter to Oldenburg f an exi^licit state-

ment of his meaning. Oldenburg told him that people said

he concealed his real opinion about Jesus Christ, the Re-

deemer of the world and sole Mediator for men, as also about

the incarnation ; upon these points Oldenburg begs him to

open his soul franklj'. Spinoza replies in this language

:

' To show you undisguisedly my opinion on that point, I

answer that it is not absolutely necessary to know Christ

according to the flesh ; but it is very different when we speak

of that Son of God, that is to say that Eternal Wisdom
manifested in all things, and yet more fully manifested in

the himian soul, and far above all in Jesus Christ. For

without this no one can attain the state of beatitude, since

it alone teaches us what is true and what is false, what is

good and what is bad. And because this Wisdom, as I have

said, was manifested in Jesus Christ in the fullest way, there-

fore his disciples, to whom it was revealed by him, could

preach it, and they showed that they could glory in being

* See especiiilly chaps, i. and ii. + Epift. xxi.
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filled with the spirit of Christ more than other men were.

For the rest, when certain churches add that God himself

assumed human nature, I have expressly warned the reader

that I do not understand what is said ; indeed to speak

freely, it seems to me as absurd as if they said that a circle

had put on the natui-e of a square.'

This opinion is one wliich coincides with the cardinal

position in Schleiermacher's system; and with this, and

other passages before us in which a divine mission is attri-

buted to Moses, we need not wonder if Schleiermacher and

Herder in perfect sincerity claimed Spinoza as a Christian,

since in their sense of the word Christianity was as compatible

with the Pantheism of Spinoza as it has been with other

modifications of Pantheism. The English theologian will

probably deny the compatibility of Christianity with any

form of Pantheism ; for on a rigorous interpretation of

Christian theism the two are irreconcilable : but in Germany

this difficulty is seldom felt, and Sj)inoza's teaching is ac-

cepted by sincere Christians.

There is one more passage in the Tradatus which may
arrest us for a moment. It is but three lines in the ninth

chapter where he speaks of the Kabbalists, whom he desig-

nates as ' charlatans,' adding that their folly surpasses

description. Spinoza, we are frequently told, 'borrowed his

system from the Kahhala ; ' at other times we hear that he
' did nothing but modify the system of Descartes.' Such

accusations are singulai-ly rash, and sj^ring as often from a

secret desire to depreciate a great man as from the levity of

ignorance. I am not acquainted with the doctrines of the

Kalbala ; nor indeed are the most of those who prefer the

charge ; but if the Kabbala contain Spinoza's doctrine, why
have not others besides Spinoza rescued it? All Europe

venerates Spinoza ; who now studies the Kahhala ? In truth,

the charge of borrowing is frivolous ; some resemblance there

may be, must be, between ideas in the Kahhala and ideas in

the Ethics ; a system of philoso]5hy does not stand alone, cut

sheer off from all connection with the ideas of other systems

;

VOL. II. O
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the same law of organic conformity wliicli makes tlie whole

zoological series one, without preventing the indei^endent

individualitj' of each animal, holds good in the world of

thought. We may inquire what resemblances exist, without

seeking to break down the barriers of organic independence.

Yet this is constantly attempted. First men deny that a

doctrine is true, and next they deny that it is new. They

seem to ftmcy that truth can be waved aside by exclaiming

:

' Ah ! that is borrowed from Aristotle ; or that is what Bacon

has said.' If Aristotle and Bacon did say it, so much the

better ; the truth of which no one has had a glimmering before

us will rarely be repeated after us. Spinoza profited b}' the

wisdom of his age, and thought the thoughts which others

unknown to him had also woven into Systems ; but if ever

there was an original and independent thinker Spinoza was

that thinker.

The study of the Tradatus requires no peculiar jireparation.

The book is not attractively written, but is perfectly intel-

ligible. It is otherwise with the Ethics ; the transparent

clearness of the language and the mathematical rigour of

the composition only serve to make any initial misconception

more misleading. Spinoza uses words in senses which he

carefully defines, but he uses words which are generally

interpreted in senses removed from those he assigns to them

;

and consequently a reader not duly warned is apt to dis-

regard the definition, and to read Spinoza as he reads an

ordinary writer. This mistake is almost inevitable on the

part of those who get his doctrine at second hand. For

example, they meet with the familiar word Substance, which

in their service generally connotes ideas carefully separated

from the idea of God ; and this word they find chosen by

Spinoza to designate God. In spite of definitions, in spite

of etymological and philosophical justifications, in spite of

an admission that the substang, or underlying reality and

ever living existence, must indeed be God, the old connota-

tions exercise an intolerable tyranny, and the coercion of



HIS DOCTRINES. 105

words over tlioughts is such that most men find it impossible,

and all men find it diificult, to dissociate the idea of Substance

from those suggestions of transitory and ignoble phenomena

which the word cominonly connotes. Hence when Spinoza

says that God is the only Substance, he seems to be affirming

the crudest atheism. Had he used Greek instead of Latin,

and called the substance Noumenon, this association would

have been escaped. Whenever you meet with the word

Substance in his teaching, substitute for it the phrase

' groimd of existence,' and you will remove a diffracting

medium which greatly obscures the meaning. God is exist-

ence. He alone truly exists. Whatever else may be con-

ceived as existing exists in and through him; it is a mani-

festation of his being. This also is the language of St. Paul,

which is chosen by Spinoza as his epigraph. ' In Him we

live and move and have our being.' Is it not curious to note

how slight a verbal change will dispel the common charge of

atheism, and show that in denying the reality of the transi-

tory world Spinoza affirmed the reality of God as the one

fountain of all life.

A second ambiguity lies in the fourth axiom :
' the know-

ledge of an effect depends on, and implies, the knowledge of

its cause.' Interpreted in the ordinary sense, this axiom is

absurd ; and Mr. Hallam so interpreting it was justified in

qualifying it as grounded on a fallacy. 'The relation be-

tween cause and effect,' he said, ' is surely something per-

fectly different from our perfect comprehension of it, or

indeed from our having any knowledge of it at all.' But

the fallacy does not lie there. The axiom does not affirm

that men are incapable of recognising a sequence wliUe

ignorant of an antecedent ; as if a man receiving a blow in

the dark could not recognise the pain (effect of the blow)

until he had recognised the striker : it means that a complete

and comprehensive knowledge of the effect implies a com-

plete and comprehensive knowledge of the cause, for an effect

is a cause realised ; and ' things which have nothing in

common cannot be luiderstood by means of each other, i. e.

o 2



100 srixozA.

the conception of one does not involve tlie conception of the

other.' Thns if an effect be different from its caiise its con-

ception does not involve the conception of the cause, but if

it be the same as the cause, then the conception of the one

involves that of the other, ergo the more complete our know-

ledge of the one the more complete our knowledge of the

other. Spinoza is rigorously consistent. We may object, in

limine, to his assumjjtion that we can know anything what-

ever of cause, beyond the fact of an antecedent group of

conditions, and of effect, beyond the fact of a consequent

group of conditions ; but, granting his jjostulate, we must

accept his conclusions ; and very important conclusions are

drawn by him from this conception of cause.

With these indications of the necessity of carefully ascer-

taining the sense in which he uses terms, let us pass to the

cunsideration of the relative position of his system among

systems.

The relation of the Finite to the Infinite, the creation to

the Creator, has been an eternal problem of ontological

research ; a problem which no man has solved ; and no man
can be blamed if he find it insoluble. Three answers have been

given at various epochs ; aud only three seem possible. Every

system is an acceptance of one of these answers, under modi-

fications more or less pronounced.

First Answer: There are two coeternal principles: Mind and

Matter.

Secoml Answer: There is but one eternal principle, the

source and reality of all existence. This principle is some-

times conceived as Mind, material phenomena being thoughts

—objects in representation, not objects of representation;

and sometimes as Matter, mental phenomena being cerebral

activities.

Third Answer : There is but one eternal principle, the

source of all existence, but not its reality ; the creator of the

universe, but apart from it.

The peculiarity' of this tliird answer is its evasion of the

primal difficulty— creation— which is thus postulated as a



HIS DOCTRINES. 107

pure act of power working upon no material whatever. God
j

is not conceived as fashioning the universe out of existing
'

elements as in the old Grecian hypothesis of a prime mover.

Nor, on the other hand, is he supposed to have drawn the

material from himself as in the emanation hj'pothesis which

identifies the universe with God. God is conceived as dis-

tinct from the universe both in power and in essence ; and

the mystery of creation is cleared up in the light of omni-

potence. A fiat goes forth ; the universe is realised. The

creative Will condenses Nothing into Matter. The pagans

said, ex nihilo nihil. The Christian Fathers altered it to

ex nihilo omnia, and dismissed the difficulty with a reference

to omnipotence. They were perfectly aware of the logical

contradiction. They acknowledged it to be untenable by

reason. It was not meant for reason. Reason was incom-

petent to solve such problems.

Which of these three answers satisfied Spinoza ? The un-

prepared reader will perhaps be surprised to learn that it was

the third, or Christian, answer to which he most nearly

approximated, although he modified it in a way which

rendered it execrable to Christian theology. He was uneasy

under the logical contradiction. He was not the man to say,

credo quia absurdum, and to flout human reason by opposing '""^'^^"

its plain requirements. Creation out ofnothing was untenable,

and he would not pretend to hold it. Nevertheless he saw

other diificulties in the other answers. The first separated

God from the universe without furnishing a plausible inter-

pretation of the process by which two coeternal principles

came into union, or indeed how one could act upon the other.

The second answer was equally at fault. As Idealism it

ignored the reality of Matter ; as Materialism it ignored the

reality of Mind : two primal realities not to be discarded.

The evidence for the existence of one was the same as the

evidence for the existence of the other
;
yet one could not be

resolved into the other. To disregard either was to violate

first principles. Both must be grasped in an energetic

synthesis. That synthesis is God : the one principle having
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Thought and Extension as two eternal and infinite attributes,

constituting its essence. Thus, given the one supreme prin-

eijilo, Existence, we see its necessary duplicate manifestation,

as Mind, iinder one aspect, and luider the other as Matter.

This is the meaning of creation. This is the explanation of

the difficulty. Creation is not the calling into existence of

that wliich had no being out of that which has no being ; nor

is it the refashioning of elements which have independent

being ; it is the outflowing of primal energy, the activity

necessary to a self-caused and self-causing existence. This

universe considered as a moment in the universal life is truly

a creation. From God it came, and in God it exists, not in

alien difference, but in vital unity. From God all flows out,

and to him all returns. Everything is a fonn of that which

ever is. God is, and is not. Nature ; identical, but not the

same ; he is no more to be confounded with nature than the

fountain with the rivulet, eternity with tinae. God is natura

naturans. Nature is natura naturata. The one is the energy,

the other the act.

A similar line of argument solves the pi-oblcm of the union

of Soul ^vitll Bod}'. By one school these words are taken as

representatives of two distinct essences, irreconcilable in

their nature, yet mysteriously accordant in their existence.

By another school the two are resolved into one, either as

Idealism, denying substantive reality to Body, which is ad-

mitted only as an act of Thought ; or as Materialism, denying

substantive reality to Mind, which is admitted only as one

of the phenomena of body. Spinoza affirms the equal reality

of both, and their distinction in a higher synthesis. They are

not substances at all, but the two correlated attributes which

constitute the essence of substance. Man is but a mode of

the Divine Existence : his mind a spark of the Divine Flame :

bis body a mode of the Infinite Extension.

One more remark is needful as a preparation to the study

of this system. The aim of philosophy is doubtless the

solution of problems, but it is also the working out of

theorems : the problem, when solved, furnishes a means of
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regulating life : Ontology is the introduction to Ethics. Life

is to be so regulated that the soul may achieve the highest

good ; and what is that but the love of God '? This love must

be founded upon knowledge
;

perfect knowledge bringing

perfect love. And what is perfect knowledge ? The harmony

of our thoughts with the divine order. We may indeed love

God without knowing him clearly ; but it is impossible to

have clear knowledge without perfect love ; and clear know-

ledge is only to be gained throiigh a method which discloses

the divine order. Error and doubt arise from disorder, not

from native incompetence. Ti-uth is the harmony between

the order of ideas and the order of things. Let a man begin

where he ought to begin, and proceed in rigorous deduc-

tion unfolding each successive consequence, never letting

drop a single link in the chain which unites things, and

he will never doubt, for then all his ideas will be clear and

distinct, and their order will be the order of things.* . . .

Ordo et connexio idearum idem est ac ordo et connexio

rerum.f

There are two methods of investigation : the vulgar and

the scientific. The one starts from principles which have

been accepted without examination, which are not therefore

clearly understood. The other starts from principles clearly

defined and accurately known. It is the latter only which

can lead to true knowledge. Its type is mathematics. It

comprehends every object because it understands the im-

mediate cause of the object. Nothing arises except as the

necessary sequence of what preceded it, and as the inevitable

result of the natui-e of things. To understand any object,

therefore, we must \inderstand its connections. And these

are displayed after the mathematical method.

Thus is the form chosen by Spinoza justified by his prin-

ciples. It is a form, as I said, extremely unlike that of all

other mystical philosophies, and by no means attractive to

the ordinary mind. But it is eminently consistent. It

* Spinoza: Dc intellect. Emend, ii. 37.

t Ethica, ii. prop. rii.
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developes the order of tlie oiuiverse from a few definitions and

axioms. These may be given here :

—

' DEFINITIONS.

I. Bj- a thing which is its own Cause I understand a

thing the essence of which iuvoh'es existence ; or

the nature of which can only be considered as

existent.

ir. A thing finite is that which can be limited (terminari

fotest) hy another thing of the same nature, e. g.

body is said to be finite because it can always be

conceived as larger. So thought is limited by other

thoughts. But body does not limit thought, nor

thought limit body.

in. By Substance I understand that which exists in itself

and is conceived per se : in other words, the con-

ception of which does not require the conception of

anything else antecedent to it.

IV. By Attribute I understand that which the mind

perceives as constituting the very essence of Sub-

stance.

V. By Modes I understand the accidents (affcctiones) of

Substance ; or that which is in something else,

through which also it is conceived.

VI. By God I understand the Being absolutely infinite,

i. e. the Substance consisting of infinite Attributes,

each of which expresses an infinite and eternal

essence.

Explanation : I say absolutely infinite, but not infinite suo

genere ; for to whatever is infinite only suo gcnere,

we can deny infinite Attributes ; but that which is

absolutely infinite includes in its essence everything

which implies essence, and involves no negation.

VTI. That thing is said to be free which exists by the sole

necessity of its nature, and by itself alone is deter-

mined to action. But that thing is necessary, or

rather constrained, which owes its existence to
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another, and acts according to certain and deter-

minate causes.

VIII. By Eternity I understand Existence itself, iu as far

as it is conceived necessarily to follow from the sole

definition of an eternal thing.

These are the Definitions ; they need not long be dwelt

on, although frequently referred to by him ; above all, no

objection ought to be raised against them, as unusual, for

they are the meanings of various terms in constant use with

Spinoza, and he has a right to use them as he pleases, pro-

vided he does not afterwards depart fx-om this use, which he

is careful not to do. We now come to the seven

AXIOMS.

I. Everything which is is in itself, or in some other

thing.

II. That which cannot be conceived through another {per

aliud) must be conceived through itself (perse).

III. From a given determinate cause the effect necessarily

foUows ; and vice versa, if no determinate cause be

given, no efi'ect can follow.

IV. The knowledge of an effect depends on the knowledge

of the cause, and implies it.

V. Things that have nothing in common with each other

cannot be understood by means of each other, i. e.

the conception of one does not involve the con-

ception of the other.

VI. A true idea must agree with its object {idea vera debet

cum suo ideato convenire).

Vn. Whatever can be clearly conceived as non-existent,

does not, in its essence, involve existence.

To these succeed the Propositions, of which only the first

eight need be given here :

—

Pkop. I. Substance is prior in nature to its accidents.

Demonstration. Per Definitions 3 and 5.

Prop. II. Two Substances, having different Attributes, have
nothing in common with each other.
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Demonst. This follows from Def. 3 ; for each Substance must

be conceived in itself and thi-ough itself; in other words,

the conception of one docs not involve the conception of

the other.

Prop. III. Of things which have nothing in common, one

cannot be the cause of the other.

Demonst. If they have nothing in common, then (per Axiom

5) they cannot be conceived by means of each other
;

ergo (per Axiom 4) one cannot be the cause of the other.

Q. E. D.

Peop. IV. Two or more distinct things are distinguished

among themselves either through the diversity of their

Attributes or through the diversity of their Modes.

Demonst. Everything which is is in itself or in some other

thing (per Axiom 1), that is (per Def. 3 and 5), there is

nothing out of ourselves {extra intellcctum) but Substance

and its Modes. There is nothing out of ourselves

whereby things can be distinguished amongst one

another, except Substances, or (which is the same thing,

per Def. 4) their Attributes and Modes.

Pkop. V. It is impossible that there should be two or more

Substances of the same nature, or of the same Attri-

bute.

Demon.it. If there are many different Substances, tlie}-^ must

be distingiiished bj^ the diversity of their Attributes or

of their Modes (per Prop. 4). If only by the dirersity

of their Attributes, it is thereby conceded that there is

nevertheless only one Substance of the same Attributes

;

but if by the diversity of their Modes it follows that

Substance being prior in nature to its modes, it must

be considered independently of them ; that is (per Def.

3 and 6), cannot be conceived as distinguished from

another; that is (per Prop. 4), there cannot be many
Substances, but only one Substance. Q. E. D.

Peop. VI. One Substance cannot be created by another

Substance.

Demonst. There cannot be two Substances with the same
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Attributes (i^or Pi-op. 5) ; i. e. (per Prop. 2) having any-

thing in common with each other ; and therefore (per

Prop. 3) one cannot be the cause of the other.

Corollary. Hence it follows that Substance cannot be created

by anything else. For there is nothing in existence

excejjt Substance and its Modes (per Axiom 1, and Def.

3 and 6) ; now this Substance, not being created by

another, is self-caused.

Corollary 2. This proposition is more easily to be demon-

strated by the absurdity of its contradiction ;—for if

Substance can be created by anything else, the con-

ception of it would depend on the conception of the

cause (per Axiom 4), and hence (per Def. 3) it would

not be Substance.

Prop. VII. It pertains to the nature of Substance to exist.

Demonst. Substance cannot be created by anything else

(per Coroll. Prop. 6), and is therefore the cause of itself;

i. e. (per Def. 1) its essence necessarily involves exist-

ence ; or it pertains to the nature of Substance to exist.

Q. E. D.

Peop. VIII. All Substance is necessarily infinite.

Demonst. There exists but one Substance of the same Attri-

bute ; and it mi;st either exist as infinite or as finite. But

not as finite, for (per Def. 2) as finite it must be limited

by another Substance of the same nature, and in that

case there would be two Substances of the same Attri-

bute, which (per Prop. 5) is absiird. Substance there-

fore is infinite. Q. E. D.

Scholium.—I do not doubt that to all who judge confusedly

of things, and are not wont to inquire into first causes, it

win be difficult to understand the demonstration of Prop. 7,

because they do not sufficiently distinguish between the

modifications of Substance and Substance itself, and are

ignorant of the manner in which things are produced.

Hence it follows that, seeing natural things have a com-

mencement, they attribute a commencement to Substances

;

for he who knows not the true causes of things confounds
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all things, and sees no reason why trees should not talk like

men ; or why men should not be formed from stones as well

as from seeds ; or why all forms cannot be changed into all

other forms. So, also, those who confound the divine nature

with the human naturall}' attribute human affections to

God, esiDccially as they are ignorant how these affections are

produced in the mind. But if men attended to the nature

of Substance, they would not in the least doubt tlie truth of

Prop. 7 ; nay, this proposition would be an axiom to all, and

would be numbered among common notions. For by Sub-

stance they would understand that which exists in itself,

and is conceived through itself; i. e. the knowledge of which

does not require the knowledge of anything antecedent to it.

But by modification thej' would understand that which is in

another thing, the conception of which is formed through

the conception of the thing in which it is, or to which it

belongs ; we can therefore have correct ideas of non-existent

modifications, because, although out of the understanding

they have no reahty, 3'et their essence is so comprehended in

that of another that they can be conceived through this

other. The ti-uth of Substance (out of the understanding)

lies nowhere but in itself, because it is conceived per se. If

therefore anyone says that he has a distinct and clear idea

of Substance, and yet doubts whether such a Substance exist,

this is as much as to say that he has a true idea, and never-

theless doubts whether it be not false (as a little attention

sufficiently manifests) ; or, if any man affirms Substance to

be created, he at the same time affirms that a true idea has

become false ; than which nothing can be more absurd.

Hence it is necessarilj' confessed that the existence of Sub-

stance, as well as its essence, is an eternal truth. And hence

we must conclude that there is only one Substance possessing

the same Attribute ; a position which requires here a fuller

development. I note therefore

—

1. That the correct definition of a thing includes and

expresses nothing but the nature of the thing defined. From
which it follows

—
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2. That uo definition includes or exi^resses a distinct

number of individuals, because it expresses nothing but the

nature of the thing defined; e.g. the definition of a triangle

expresses no more than the nature of a triangle, and not any

fixed number of triangles.

3. There must necessarily be a distinct cause for the

existence of every existing thing.

4. This cause, by reason of which anything exists, must

be either contained in the nature and definition of the

existing thing (viz. that it pertains to its nature to exist)

or else must lie beyond it—must be something different

from it.

From these positions it follows that, if a certain number of

individuals exist, there must necessarily be a cause why that

number exists, and not a larger or smaller number: e.g. if

in the world twenty men exist (whom, for greater perspicuity, I

suppose to exist at once, no more having previously existed),

it will not be sufiicient, in order to show the reason why

twenty men exist, to point to human nature as the cause,

but it will further be necessary to show why only twenty

men exist, since (per note 3) there must be a cause for the

existence of everything. This cause however (per notes 2

and 3) cannot be contained in human nature itself; for

the true definition of man does not involve the number

twenty. Hence (per note 4) the cause why twenty men

exist, and why each individual exists, must lie beyond each

of them ; and therefore must we absolutely conclude that

everything, the nature of which admits of many individuals,

must necessai'ily have an external cause. As therefore it

pertains to the nature of Substance to exist so must its

definition include a necessary existence, and consequently

from its sole definition we must conclude its existence. But

as from its definition, as already shown in notes 2 and 3, it

is not possible to conclude the existence of many Substances

ergo it necessarily follows that only one Substance of the

same nature can exist.'

In this style of uuimpassioned deduction he proceeds.
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adding link to link in the chain of demonstration, evolving

a system of Theology, Psychology, and Ethics, which alter-

nately impresses the reader with its symmetry and sublimity,

and distresses him with its pitUess destruction of long-

cherished beliefs ; now rousing his enthusiasm for its lofty

disinterestedness, now repelling him by its disregard of his

personality and his hopes. God is the ever-present reality

;

man but a foam-bubble reflecting the transitory gleams of a

diviner light. Love and resignation are the guiding ideas

;

and yet they lead to conclusions which alarm the reader,

who unable to see where the defect in the argument lies,

is irritated at the pedantic rigour which forces his reluctant

assent. No wonder if he brand Sjjinoza as an atheist

sweeping away the only firm support of morality

—

-a re-

sponsjble personality. No wonder if he reject a system

which resolves personality into a mere mode of the In-

finite ; which dissolves in the acid of causality every shred

of organic independence; which makes libertj' impossible,

and, depriving even God of understanding and will, sweeps

the world clear of all purpose, good or evil. This is not the

conception of God, or of the world, which he finds tolerable.

He rises angrily against the conception of a world of un-

alterable sequences, where everything is determined by con-

ditions, nothing hj purposes : a system of results, not of aims.

He is impatient of the logic which proves that phenomena

are not brought about by a conscious intention, but are the

simple sequences of God's nature.

He is called upon to renounce his own conception of a

sublime Fatherhood, an Infinite Personality—greater than

man by all the incommensurable difference of infinite and

finite, yet like man by all the resemblance of creator and

creature—in favour of a God whose essence is impersonality,

who is the one Indeterminate, the Unconditioned, to whom
individuality, personality, and conditions, cannot be applied

without contradiction, and consequently to whom even

intellect and will cannot belong, there being no analogy

between the nature of God and the nature of man. Spinoza
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is explicit : Altliougli lie makes Thought one of the con-

stituent attributes of God, he denies that intellect or will can
]

pertain to the Infinite, if by these words we mean powers

similar to those in man ; in God these no more resemble

what we so name in man than the dog-star resembles a dog.*

If this be so, how can there be purposes in creation, i. e. final

causes ? With the disappearance of the intellect disappears

the faculty of conceiving purposes : with the disa^jpearance

of the will disappears the power of acting in subordination

to a purpose. God as existence and perfection is necessarily

without aims. ' Men act with a purpose ; and think they act

in freedom, because they are conscious of desires, but not of

the causes which determine these desires. A stone whirling

through the air, and imagining itself to be flying, is an

image of man acting and believing himself free.

I will here quote the famous Appendix on Final Causes

which concludes the first book of the Ethics.

' Men do all things for the sake of an end, namely, the

good, or useful, which they desire. Hence it conies that

they always seek to know only the final causes of things

which have taken place, and when they have heard these,

they are satisfied, not having within themselves any ground

for further doubt. But if they are unable to learn these final

causes from some one else, nothing remains to them but to

turn in upon themselves, and to reflect on the ends by which

they are themselves wont to be determined to similar actions

;

aud thus they necessarily judge of the mind of another by

their own. Further, as within themselves and out of them-

selves they discover many means which are highly conducive

to the pursuit of their own advantage—for example, eyes to

see with, teeth to masticate with, vegetables and animals for

food, the sun to give them light, the sea to nourish fish, &c.

—so they come to consider all natural things as means for

their benefit : and because they are aware that these things

have been found, and not prepared by them, they have been

* Spinoza : Elkku, i. prop. xvii. scliul.
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led to believe that some oue else has ada|)ted these means to

their use. For after considering things in the light of nieaiis,

they could not believe these things to have made themselves,

but arguing from their own practice of preparing means for

their use, they must conclude that there is some ruler or

rulers of nature endowed with human freedom, who have

provided all these things for them, and have made them all

for the use of men. Moreover, since they have never heard

anything of the mind of those rulers, they must necessarily

judge of this mind also by their own ; and hence they have

argued that the gods direct all things for the advantage of

man, in order that they may subdue him to themselves, and

be held in the highest honour by him. Hence each has

devised, according to his character, a different mode of

worshipping God, in order that God might love him more

than others, and might direct all nature to the advantage of

his blind cupidity and insatiable avarice. Thus this pre-

judice has converted itself into superstition, and has struck

deep root into men's minds ; and this has been the cause

why men in general have eagerly striven to explain the final

causes of all things. But while they have sought to show

that Nature does nothing in vain (i. e. which is not fit for the

use of men), they seem to me to have shown nothing else

than that Nature and the gods are as foolish as men. And

obsei-ve, I pray you, to what a point this opinion has brought

them. Together with the many useful things in nature,

they necessarily found not a few injurious things, namely,

tempests, earthquakes, diseases, &c. ; these they siapposed

happened because the gods were angry on account of offences

committed against them by men, or because of faults in-

curred in their worship ; and although experience every day

protests, and shows by infinite examples that benefits and

injuries happen indifferently to pious and ungodly persons,

they do not therefore renounce their inveterate j)rejudice.

For it was easier to them to class these phenomena among

other things, the cause of which was unknown to them, and

thus retain their j)resent and innate condition of ignorance.
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than to destroy all tLe fabric of their belief, and excogitate

a new one.'

I have thus presented the two aspects of Spinoza's doc-

trine, neither exaggerating its mystical unction and logical

rigour, nor softening its harsh angles of heterodox offence.

The mysticism and logic are so little to the taste of mankind

in general, and the heterodoxy is so exasperating, that it is

intelligible how the majority, even of charitable readers,

misconceived the sj)irit of the doctrine, and stood aghast at

its conclusions. The wouder is that many Christian thinkers

could have seen through such husks, and detected the whole-

some grain within. It is not often that theological and philo-

sophical outcries are so excusable. The tumult and the wrath

excited by Spinozism were indeed unreasoning. Men's minds

flew off at a tangent on the fii'st alarm, and instead of patiently

following out Sjjinoza's thought in his own calm spirit of

research, they followed it out in their hot illogical way, first

thrusting conclusions upon him which he would have re-

pudiated, and then yelling in horror at him for teaching

these conclusions. But let us be just. It was only on a

patient and comprehensive study that men could learn what
Spinoza really taught ; and this patient study they were too

angry to give. Besides, the study was laborious, and vitu-

peration was easy. If the temper of the philosophic world

has changed, and a more impartial consideration has led to a

loving admiration, even where accompanied with profound

dissent, this very impartiality is a result of the increased

liberty which he was instrumental in developing. What-
ever may be thought of his system, we must admit that

from the first a strengthening and liberalising influence has

rayed out from it, affecting even angry antagonists. There I

was something in the noble calmness and unaggressive fear-
j

lessness of his attitude which acted like a mental tonic.

There was also the incidental flash of light falling on many
ancient j^rejudices. There was the unswerving conviction in

the force of truth, and in the universality of law. There

was the constant exhibition of the relativity of knowledge.

VOL. II. p
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Finally, there was the disinterestedness and purity of his

moral views, and the quiet beauty of his own life, to answer

the vulgar accusations against free thought as destructive of

morality.

We find few expressions of this influence during the first

years of couti'oversy, hut I do not think the influence was

inopei-ative even then. It was, indeed, for the most part

unconscious. Men thought him a monster, and said so. It

was a period of theological ferment. The speculative unrest

which had produced the Eeformation was far from having

been stiUed by the Reformation. The orthodox party had,

indeed, proclaimed finality. It proclaimed liberty of private

judgment ; but it restricted that liberty within very narrow

and very arbitrary limits. Every man might read the Scrip-

tures ; but no man might I'ead in them more than the ortho-

dox reformers read. Comprehensive liberty was denounced

as anarchy. In vain. The human mind alternately longs

for, and rejects, finalit}-. In spite of ecclesiastical thunders

the movement of mind could not be arrested. Anarchists

were numerous, and violent because violently opposed.

While orthodoxy was on the alert to scent atheism from afar,

and authority branded small heresies with the largest letters,

free-thinking works became more and more numerous and

noisy. The seventeenth and eighteenth centuries are specially

distinguished by their free-thinking literature. The question

was frequently discussed whether Atheism or Superstition

were the most noxious to society,* and Atheism became

the false but significant synonym of rcligio-eruditorum.

The theological jouraals of the time had a special rubric

under which they noticed atheistical works. But we must

not too liastily conclude that many atheistical works existed;

for if men denied the existence of the Devil, or even of

Ghosts, they found themselves classed among the atheists.

* Prittts: Disscrtatio dc Athcismo in se fcedo et humano generc noxio ; 1G9-).

Obapius: Dissert, an Athfismits necessario ducat ad corruptionem morum; 1697.

Iu.swich: Disputatio de controvrrsiis novis circa Alheismum—cited in Hbttnee :

LUkralurgcschichlc (Z;.' 18. Jahrhundcrls, drittcr Thcil, i. 42.
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In a society thus alert for atheism, and the aUirnis of

atheism, Spinoza's writings must have fallen like bombshells.

But I note one remarkable fact : He has neither disciples,

nor searching antagonists. There are many who adopt some

of his conclusions, but no one takes up his doctrine as a

system, preaching it, applying it, developing it. There are

hundreds who write refutations, and thousands who denounce

him with bitter and scornful contempt ; but no one, not even

Leibnitz himself, grapples with the system and overthrows

it, or even shakes it. Fierce blows have often been aimed

at it ; but they have beaten the air, not touched the sj stem.

A recent Dutch antagonist, Van der Lhide, has indicated

several insurgent thinkers, who, in Holland, adopted the

jjrinciples of the Tradatus with more or less fervour ; * and the

pietist, Edelmann, in Germany, may be named along with

these. But neither in Holland nor in Germany has there

been a Spinozist, as there have been Cartesians, Kantists,

and Hegelians, although German philosophy is in some

sense saturated with Spinozism, and Hegel says, ' You are

much of a Spinozist, or you have no standing whatever in

philosoph3^' f

This exceptional position has significance. It implies, I

think, that the system contains within it some fundamental

defect, which prevents even sympathetic students from

taking it up into the framework of their daily thoughts, and

adopting it as a philosophy. It also implies that the system

is so rigoroiisly constructed as only to be overturned by a

lever applied to its foundations ; and metaphysicians are in-

disposed to apply the lever there. This at any rate is how the

case presents itself to me, read by the light of my own expe-

rience. On many grounds Spinoza attracted me. I studied

him with eagerness and veneration, desirous to find a solution

of all diificulties. But in vain. Conscious of a great debt

to him, grea.ter, indeed, than to any other metaphysician, I

* Van deb Linde: Spinoza, seine Lehre und deren crste Nachwirlcungcn in

JioJlmid. 1862, p. 134.

t Hegel: Gcsch. der nUos. iii. 369. ' Du hast cntwider den Spinozismws odcr

gar l;eine I'hilosophie.'

p2
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caiuiot saj' that I vras at any period a disciple. It was a long

while before I knew why.

The fundaiueutal difficulty of Spinozism is the impossibility

of Metaphysics, or to speak more precisel)', of Ontology.

The false Method is the fountain of error. If the Method

be allowed, the system must be accepted ; if Ontology is a

possible science, Spinozism is the most perfect form it has

yet received. This will be strenuously denied by meta-

physicians ; nor can I pause here to argue so large a ques-

tion. They will add, perhaps, that my denial of Ontology

does not wholly meet the case, since other speculators besides

Sjiinoza have employed the same Method, and, nevertheless,

have gained discii:)les ; if these disciples have shown alacrity

in setting up as masters in their turn, and disowned their

allegiance, they have for a time, at least, been disciples.

Why has this success been denied to Spinoza ? The answer

is that it has been denied to him because his doctrine did

not, as theirs did, admit of endless misapprehension and equi-

vocation. Had their foundations been exposed, their super-

structures unsupported by flying buttresses, and unconcealed

by moving clouds, their tottering architecture would have

sheltered none whom Spinoza's visionary fabric left unhoused.

The fundamental mistake of the Metaphysical Method is

that it attemjjts to explain the scheme of the visible from

the invisible, deduces the knowable from the unknowable.

In Physics we pass, bj' verified inductions, from the visible to

the invisible, from the known to the unknown. The bulk of

our facts relates to the invisible, but they are so intimately

dependent on the visible, of which, indeed, they are simple

deductions, that we feel the same certainty respecting them
as respecting any visible fact ; they are demonstrable because

they are presentable to consciousness under the forms of the

known. It is otherwise with Metaphysics, which proceeds

on unverified deductions. The ground of knowledge there is

placed beyond experience. The ideas of Noumenon, Cause,

and Unconditioned Existence, are the postulates from which

the scheme of phenomena is developed. The constructions
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of the mind are regarded as the models after wliicli Nature L>^f
works. The external order is sought by analj'sis of the y \,\j\
internal order. rj /

Now there is one science which has a delusive resemblauc(v "^iV^

to this a priori evolution of results from abstractions, and in\

which the process is thoroughly legitimate, and because!

legitimate eifective. It is Mathematics. Spinoza, with a 1

consistency peculiar to himself, has therefore given his

S3'stem a geometrical form. If the fundamental assumption

of Metaphysics be warranted, Spinoza is right. If rigorous
\

deductions from clear ideas be all that is necessary to assure

us of truth, the evolution of the concrete universe from a

few definitions and axioms is as valid as the evolution of

mathematical results. j

But there is this objection to geometrical metaphysics.

Geometry is restricted to j;elaji(ms_pf_ magnitude. It deals

with points, lines, and surfaces, which are capable of external

verification ; they are also unequivocal and unalterable :

—

under all varieties of conditions angles preserve their angular

relations and their unalterable values. Having once defined

a circle or an angle we may proceed in perfect confidence to

draw out all the possible relations contained within those

figures. Not so in Metaphysics. We have not there to

unfold definitions, but to solve problems, and reach definitions

by means of our solutions. ^WeJiavejiotsijn£le_rala^

jnagnitude to deal with, but complex relations of causality.

The data are not simple and unequivocal, but complicated

and obscure. We have to analyse these into their elements,

and by unfolding the order of their arrangement unfold

their causal nexus. We are no longer restricted to simple

unchangeable relations of quantity, but have to take in the

variable relations of quality. Our reliance on deduction is no

longer justifiable ; our definitions and axioms cease to be com-

prehensively true ; and thus it is that Definitions which are

guides in Mathematics are will-o'-wisps in Metaphysics.*

* On this point, see Kant: Uiifersuc/ningen iiher die DattlkhlceU der Gruud-
sdtse der naiiirlichcn Tlieohgic uiul dcr Moral.



214 snxozA.

It is enoTigli if the definitions of ?\Iatheniatics are clear,

they have then all the adequacy they claim. So manifest is

this, that ingenious mathematicians have constructed a

Geometry on the hypothesis of space having four dimensions;

and this Geometry is as perfect as that of Euclid. We cannot

reproach them with leaving relations of quality untouched
;

they only pretend to emhrace relations of quantity. But the

definitions of Metaphysics must not oidy be clear, they must

be adequate, comprehensive, exhaustive, for they claim to

disclose the reality in its completeness, and the world in its

causality.

Are the postulates of Metaphysics clear ? Two thousand

years of impotence i)rove their obscurity. Are they ade-

quate? They claim to be; but Spinoza has, implicitly,

denied this claim by assigning infinite attributes to exist-

ence, yet of these infinite attributes recognising only two

as knowable—Thought and Extension. This difficulty lie

nowhere resolves. Yet surely there is a manifest contra-

diction in first postulating an infinity of attributes as the

constituents of existence, and then proceeding to give an

adequate explanation of existence by means of only two out

of the infinite attributes? The ma,thematician may not

argue thus :
—

' Things have a great variety of aspects which

together make up the activities of their nature ; I can only

tell you of their quantitative aspects, but from these you may

recognise all their qualitative aspects. I can measure the

angles of a salt, and only the angles ; from these you may at

once deduce its other properties, physical, chemical, and

therapeutical. I can only measure the rapidity and sweep of

the oscillations of ether ; but from these you can deduce the

thermal, optical, and chemical eflects.' The absurdity would

be glaring. The absurdity if less glaring is as great which

pretends to deduce from two attributes the infinite results of

infinite attributes ; or—quitting Spinoza for ordinary meta-

physicians—to attempt from finite, relative knowledge a con-

struction of the infinite and absolute.

M. Damiron, in a very able essay, denies that the geo-
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metrical method can be applied to Metapliysics, because our

intelligence cannot form notions so clear and necessary

respecting substance, cause, time, good and evil, as respect-

ing points, lines, and surfaces ; and whenever such clear

notions have been attempted, it has only been by sacrificing

something of the reality, by the conFideration of one aspect

to the exclusion of the other.* This is perfectly true if

applied to metaphysicians in general ; but is not wholly true

as applied to Spinoza, whose notions of substance, cause, &c.

are not less clear than his notions of lines and surfaces.

Meanwhile let us ask, why can we not form notions of cause,

substance, and the rest, equalling in certainty our notions of

lines and surfaces? The answer to this question dooms

Metapihysics to eternal uncertainty : It is becavise Geometry

never quits the sphere of 7ts quantitative relations that its

axioms retain their necessary clearness, and its consequences

their necessary truth. It begins with lines and surfaces,

with lines and surfaces it ends ; it is a purely formal and

deductive science. Its truths, when objectively applied,

include no other elements than those originally given ; wlien

from ideal lines and the relations of those lines we pass to

real lines and relations, we are still strictly within the sjjhere

of lines and their relations ; and the mightiest geometry can

tell us nothing whatever of any other property of substance ; it

is powerless before any relations except those of magnitudes.

Although we find, as a matter of fact, that questions of

quantity underlie questions of quality, so that mathematics

thus becomes an organon of discovery, these results have to be

sought in other ways, and have to be verified by other means.

We have found that the rapidity and swing of oscillating

media determine the differences in tone and colour. But no

mathematician could have deduced a tone or a colour from

the velocity and sweep of a vibration. Formal Logic does

remain within the sphere of its original assumptions, and it

rivals geometry in its exactness; but when Logic passes into

Metaphysics, it unhappily starts from^ts subjective sphere,

* Damibon: Miiiioire sur Spinoza,^. 19.
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,ancl passes to the objective, pretending to include in its circle

far more than is given in the original subjective datum, pre-

tending indeed to disclose the ivhole nature of Substance,

Caiise, Time, and Space, and not merely certain relations

I

among our ideas of these. When, for example, Spinoza

passes from his ideal distinction of cause and effect, as when

he proves that God must act according to the laws of his own
nature, yet without constraint, nothing determining him save

his own perfection, it is evident that Sj^inoza believes the

pui-ely subjective definition which lieTiailrarnedespfesies tlie

whole truth of objective reality ; he pi-etends to hww the

nature of God, and to know it through the notions he has

framed of cause and effect. To select another examj^le, the

fifth proposition, on which so much of Spinoza's system

depends :
* It is impossible that there should be two or more

Substances of the same nature, or of the same Attribute.'

This is subjectively true : as true as a proposition in Euclid

;

that is to say, it contains no contradiction, it is perfectly

coherent with the definitions of Substance and Attribute
;

but if we pass from dofinillon, and look only at actual sub-

stances before us—say two minerals—we perceive the defini-

tion to be framed from ideas, and not founded on objective

reality. The fact is that Substance, as he defines it, is alto-

gether unknown to us ; it is removed from all experience and

all possible verification. The substances (existences) which

we can know, do not accord with his proposition.

The mathematician deduces conclusions from abstractions,

and these are found to correspond with objective fact to

nearl}' the whole extent of what Avas originally assumed,

namely the relations of magnitudes, and no further. The meta-

physician deduces conclusions equally abstract, and it may bo

that some conclusions will apply to objective fact (as when it

is said ' nothing can be and not be at the same moment '), but

the moment he speaks of Cause, Time, Space, and Substance,

his ideas are necessarily indistinct, because he cannot know
these as things ; he can only frame inferences respecting

them, and these inferences at every step need verification.
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This the metaphysician will deny. He believes in the

validity of Reason. He maintains the perfect competence of

human intellect to know Cause, Time, Space, and Substance
;

but he has not the same clear argument Spinoza had, on

which to ground this belief. And here we are face to faeei I.

with the radical assumption which constitutes th£ initiali»

error and logical perfection of Spinoza's system. He holds n
and expressly teaches that the suhjecftv€' icCeaTiB the actual

image or complete expression of the objective fact. ' Hoc est,

id quod in intellectu objective continetur debet necessario in

natura dari.' The order and connection of ideas is j)re-

cisely the order and connection of things. In the Scholium

to Prop. VIII. we have seen him maintaining that the correct

definition of a thing expresses the nature of the thing, and

nothing but its nature ; which is true in one sense ; for

imless it express the nature of the thing, the definition must

be incorrect ; but false in another and more important sense

;

for every definition we can frame only expresses our concep-

tions of the nature of the thing : and thus we may define the

nature of the inhabitants of the moon, and adhere to onr

definitions with the utmost logical rigovir, yet all the while

be nttei-ly removed from any real knowledge of those inhabi-

tants. The position is logically deducible from Spinoza's

conception of the relation between Thought and Extension as

the two Attributes of Substance ; but it is a position which

is emphatically contradicted by all sound Psychology. Never-

theless without it Metaphysics has no basis. Unless clear

ideas are to be accepted as the truths of things, and unless

every idea, which is distinctly conceived by the mind, has its

ideate, or object—metaphysicians are without a fulcrum.

Having thus signalized the fundamental position of Spi-

noza's doctrine, it is there, if anywhei'e, that we shall be able

to show his fundamental error. On the truth or falsehood of

this one assumption must Spinozism stand or fall. Those

who agree with us may escape Spinozism ; but they escape it

by denying the possibility of Ontology.

This consideration, that the mind is not a passive mirror
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reflecting tlie nature of tliiny^s, but the partial creator of its

owu forms—that in iicrceptioii there is nothing but certain

changes in the percipient—this consideration, we say, is the

destruction of the very basis of metaphysics, for it expressly

teaches that the subjective idea is not the correlate of the

objective existence
;
yet only upon the belief that our ideas are

the perfect and adequate images of external things can meta-

physical speculation rest. Misled by the nature of geometry,

which draws its truths from the mind as the spider draws the

web from its bosom, Descartes assumed that metaiihysical

truths could be attained in the same way. S^jinoza had

read Bacon's denouncement of this a priori Method, though

evidently unprepared to see the truth of the protest. It

is curious to read his criticism of Bacon : he looks on it

as that Avriter's great error to have mistaken the knowledge

of the first cause and origin of things. ' On the nature of

mind,' he says, ' Bacon speaks very confusedly ; and while he

Ijrovcs nothing, judges much. For in the first place he sup-

poses that the human intellect, besides the deceptions of the

senses, is subject to the decei>tions of its own nature, and that

it conceives everything according to the analogies of its own
nature, and not according to the analogies of the universe

;

so that it is like an unequal miiTor to the rays of things,

which mixes the conditions of its own nature with those of

external things.'*

Spinoza's aberration is remarkable because he had also seen

that in some sense the subjective was not the absolute ex-

pression of the objective; as is proved by his celebrated

argument for the destruction of final causes, wherein he

showed that order was a thing of the in)agination, as

were also right and wrong, useful and hurtful— these being

merely such in relation to us. Still more striking is his

anticipation of Kant in this passage :—
' Ex quibus clare

* 'Nam primo supponit quod intellcctus liumanus, proeter frillaciam scnsuum,

sui soU natur4 fallitur, omniaque fingit ex analogia suae naturae, et non ex
analogii universi ; adei ut sit instar speculi inajqualis ad radias rerum, qui suam
naturam naturae- ronim immhett.'— Ejiist. ii. Opera Posthuma, p. 398.
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viJere est, mensuram, tempus, et numerum, nihil esse prseter

cogitandi, seu potius imagiuaiidi modos ;' which should have

led him to suspect that the same law of mental forms was

also applicable to all other subjects.

Spmoza not only proceeds on the supposition that clear

ideas are objective truths, but that they can-y with them

a supreme certainty ; they are the formal essences of the ob-

jects and require no verification. Hence his conclusion that

since every idea must be adequate to the formal essence of its

object, being in short the obverse of it, the mind must, in

order to follow Nature's example, deduce all its ideas from

that one which reproduces the origin and source of nature,

so that it may be also the source of all other ideas.*

Clear ideas are distinguished from confused ideas : the

second are products of fortuitous bodily movement, the first

of pure reason :
' ex pura meute, et non ex fortuitis motibus

corporis factfe sint.' And to reduce all these clear ideas under

one, we must so arrange them that our mind objectively

reproduces that which is formally objective in nature.

Yet he warns us against mistaking abstractions for realities,

and Bacon would have applauded what is said about guarding

ourselves against confounding what is only in our own minds

with what is in things :
' et magnopere cavebimus ne miscea-

mus ea qutc tantum sunt in intellectu cum iis quaj sunt in re.'

This is, indeed, the danger of philosophy. "We avoid it by

Verification, which proves the correspondence between object

and idea.f

Also in respect of Definitions his warning is raised. ' A
definition should explain the intimate essence of a thing, and

we must be on our guard lest we substitute a particular pro-

perty for this essence. If, for example, a circle be defined as

a figure in which all the lines from the centre to the circum-

* ' Porro ex hoc ultimo, quod diximns, scilicet quod idea omnino cum sua essentia

formali debeat couvenire, patet iterum, ex eo quod, ut mens nostra omnino referat

naturae exemplar, debeat omnes suas ideas producere ab ea qua? refert originem et

fontem totius naturie ut ipsa etiam sit fons ceterarum idearum.'

—

De lutell.

Emend. 42.

t On this point compare our Prolrgnmcna, ii. § 15.
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ference are equal, every one sees that this definition in no

way explains the essence of a circle but only one of its pro-

perties : and although, as I said, this matters little in

reference to figures and other cntia rationis, it is important in

reference to real and physical things, because their properties

cannot be understood so long as their essence is unknown.

If we leave essences out of sight, the necessary concatenation

of ideas which should reproduce the concatenation of objects

is destroyed.'*

In arranging our perceptions systematically, he says, we

must ascertain first if there is some being which is the cause

of all things, and what that being is, so that its objective

essence will be also the cause of our ideas, and thus our

minds reproduce the order of nature, its essence and union.

And this course he follows in the construction of his system.

It is the purely ontological process. Had he approached

from the psychological side, and first thoroughly investigated

the conditions and limits of human knowledge, he would

have seen the initial mistake of his Method. Indeed an

extension of his own princii>les might have opened to him a

vista of his error. He laid down the canons of truth and

error. All inadequate ideas he says are erroneous, and only

these. The mind has a variety of such ideas—inadequate,

confused, truncated—the origin of which is vague experience,

imagination, opinion, as distinguished from reason. The

ideas of reason are clear and adequate. It may startle the

reader to find among the inadequate confused ideas specified

by Spinoza, some which are the peculiar objects of meta-

physics, namely Being, Thing, Freedom, and general ideas

such as Man, Animal, &c. These are nothing but abstrac-

tions arising from the infirmity of thought. We cannot at

once embrace many elements of a conception. We cannot

hold many particulars steadily and clearly before the mind.

Drooping under their weight, and dazzled by their multi-

plicity, the mind slips away, carrying with it (by abstraction)

some one confused general character, in which the particular

» JJc !n/i-!/. Emend. 95.
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details are more or less merged. Imagining objects in ex-

treme confusion we resume them under one predicate such as

Being, Thing, Genus. Thus all images of particular men or

particular horses are confusedly blended in the abstraction

Man or Horse. Thus transcendental ideas are formed.

They are notiones universales, and as such are necessarily

obscure, inadequate, ergo erroneous. What wonder then that

these notions have been fruitful of controversy, since each

man represents the object by that sign which most interests

him, and thus the variety of ideas calling themselves nniversal

has been proportionate to the variety of interests. Freedom

is an examx)le. It is founded on the supposition of some

general Will, or absolute faculty of determining this or that

act, i. e. an abstraction fi'om particular acts of volition, as

Man is from individual men. The real will is desire, and

every act of desire has its special cause, which it necessarily

follows as effect. If we abstract from all these particular

acts a naked undetermined Will, a Will that is uncaused, it

is something removed from reality, ' ens imaginationis,'

having no more objective existence than the lapiditij of stone,

the aureity of gold, the unimality of lions and tigers.

If we reject as abstractions, fictions of our infirm thought,

such notions as those of e?is, aliquid, freedom, final cause,

&c., how can Spinoza ask us to accept his notions of God,

Cause, and Substance, as if these also were not abstrac-

tions similarly constructed? Are they clearer? Are they

more real? Yes, he replies. These are marked out as

notiones communes, and their validity is seen in their being

common to all experience. The notio communis is an expres-

sion of real existence, because it expresses that which is

found common to every individual thing. Our knowledge of

things, indeed, is partial, and in so far inadequate ; but, if

throughout this partial knowledge there runs one common

character, we may be sure that this common character

expresses a common truth.* There are notions common to

all minds ; these must be true.

* Eihka, ii. prop, xxxrii.-xsiviii.
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The objection vrill certainly arise that what are called

ytiones universalcs — the conceptions Thing, Something,

reedoin. Virtue, Animal, Man, &c.—are quite as common to

/all minds as the notiones communes, God, Substance, and Cause.

Why then is the one class to be rejected as vague error, and

the other accepted as irresistible truth ? Spinoza's answer

would be that the criterion of truth is clearness and distinct-

ness. A geometrical fallacy. ' He who has a true idea not

onlj' knows that he has it but is unable to doubt its truth.' A
psychological fallacy. Let us follow his demonstrations of it

:

' A true idea in us is that which is adequate in God, in so

far as he is manifested by the nature of the human mind (by

coroll. prop. xi. part ii.). Let us, therefore, suppose that there

is in God, so far as he is manifested by the human mind,

an adequate idea A. There must be also in God the idea of

this idea, which is related to God in the same way as idea

A (ace. to prop xx. the demonstration of which is universal).

But the idea A is supposed to belong to God in so far as ho

is manifested by the human mind ; therefore, also the idea of

this idea must belong to God in the same way, i. e. this

adequate idea of the idea A will be in the same mind which

has the adequate idea A ; and thus he who has an adequate

idea or (by prop, xxxiv. part ii.) who truly knows a thing,

must at the same time have an adequate idea or true cognition

of his cognition, i. e. (as is self-evident) he must at the same

time have certitude : Q. E. D.
' Schol. In scholium i^rop. xxi. I have explained what is

the idea of an idea. But it is to be noted that the preceding

proposition is sufficiently evident by itself. For no one who
has a true idea is ignorant that a true idea involves the

highest certitude. To have a true idea signifies nothing else

th.an to know a thing perfectly ; nor, indeed, can any one

doubt this unless he supposes an idea to be a mute image,

like a picture, and not a mode of thought. And I ask who
can Icnotv that he understands a thing unless he first under-

stands it, i. e. who can hiow that he is certain of a thing

unless he be first certain of it? Further, what can be clearer
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aud more certain than a tiiie idea, so as to be a criterion of

its truth? As light manifests both itself and darkness, so

truth is the criterion of itself and of falsehood. And hereby

I believe myself to have answered the following objections

:

namely, if a true idea is distinguished from a false idea only

in so far as it is said to agree with its object, a true idea has

no more reality or perfection than a false idea (since they

ai'e distinguished solely by an extrinsic mark), aud conse-

quently the man who has true ideas would have no more of

reality or perfection than he who has false ideas. Further,

whence comes it that men have false ideas? And lastly,

whence can one certainly know that he has ideas which agree

with their objects ? . . . Add to this that our mind, in so far

as it truly perceives things, is a part of the infinite intellect

of God, and thus it is as necessary that clear aud distinct

ideas of mind are true as that the ideas of God are true.'

A metaphysician may be satisfied with the criterion of in-

ward conviction, and the character of clearness. Positive

liliilosophers may be permitted to decline such a criterion.

The}' cannot accept subjective distinctions as equivalent to

objective discrimination, logical analysis as equivalent to

physical analysis, une maniere de voir as a method of

soarch. They deny the validity of a method which begins

by assuming the conclusions at which it is to arrive. If we

can ever solve the problems of the invisible and unknown,

we must be led up to them through the avenues of the

visible and known. Physics must form the prolegomena to

Metaphysics. Psychology will teach us to relinquish all

vain efforts to transcend our faculties, and no longer waste

valuable time in ontological research.

I must not pursue this topic. Enough has been said,

perhaps, to indicate what I consider the strength and the

weakness of Spinozism. Its strength lies in its consistency.

If clear thoughts are adequate and accurate representations

of things, if Thought itself is the correlate of Extension,

Mind the obverse of Matter, coextensive and cointeusive,,'i

aud human intellect a mode of God's infinite attribute
j
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then, indeed, all the movements of matter will be paralleled

by movements of mind, the external order will be identical

with the internal order, and whatever we find in tlie intellect

may be concluded to exist in the external world ; snbjective

logic being, as Hegel boldly affirms, identical witli objective

reality. That is the foundation of Spinozism. We must ask

for no proof of so momentous a position. It is antecedent

to all proof. To deny it is to deny philosophy. ' With

Method,' Spinoza says,* 'it is as with other instruments.

Forging ii-on is only possible when we have a hammer ; but

to have the hammer we must forge it, which presupposes

another instrument, and so on ad ivfimtum. It would be

vain to attempt to prove by such reasoning that man had no

power to forge iron. In the beginning men used the instru-

ments furnished by nature and with them made a few im-

l)erfect things, then other things better and with more ease,

and thus gradually perfecting both their works and their

instruments they have come to perform wonderful things

with little difficulty. In the same way the human under-

standing in vu-tue of the power which is in it fashions its

intellectual instruments, by means of which it acquii'cs new

forces, and so on gradually fortifying itself it advances till

supreme wisdom is attained. There exists in us a true idea

which resembles an instrument, and which while it is com-

prehended by the mind, enables us to comprehend the

difference which exists between the idea itself and every

other perception.'

If no proof is offered of the fundamental position, rigorous

proof is offered of all that is evolved from it. Once admit that

all clear and distinct ideas are necessarily adequate expres-

sions of objects, and the mathematical deducti<jn proceeds

undisturbed. One might mdeed advance another system on

a similar basis, having equal validity and opposite con-

clusions. For example, Spinoza generates Motion out of

Extension. It would be easier to generate Extension out of

» Be Intdlect. Emend. 3(1.
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Motion ; or if not easier, the mere possibility of doing it is

enou<^li fur my purpose. Again, Spinoza makes Tliouglit

the infinite attribute of Substance ; thereby giving a soul

both to animate and inanimate objects. But with equal or

greater validity Thought may be conceived as no genei-al

attribute at all, only a special mode of the general attri-

bute of Force. One idea is as clear as the other ; which is

true ? It is because Metaphysics is without a criterion that

systems spring up like mushrooms and like mushrooms

disappear. The contest is interminable, because no con-

clusions are verifiable.

Finally we may point to Spiuozisui as tlie legitimate

result of that Subjective Method which Descartes, in spite

of his insurgence against Scholasticism, had i-estored to its

ancient place. In vain were metaphysical entities and

metapli3'sical theories banished ; their parent, the meta-

physical Method, was retained. That pi-ocess of deduction

which, as in Mathematics, from a few axioms constructed

a whole universe, could onl}' have been legitimised by an

initial verification of the principles and a successive vei'ifi-

cation of the conclusions. This was not attempted, and

could not have been effected, since the premisses and the

conclusions embrace objects inaccessible to human powers.

There are other points which might profitably be dis-

cussed did our limits admit of it ; but enough has been

said to show the main direction of Spinoza's speculations

and their historical position, as the development of that

Method which Descartes had systematized. The application

of the Method to cosmical phenomena in the hands of

Descartes and his followers, rapidly disclosed its essential

unfitness for research; the application to ontological prob-

lems, in the hands of Spinoza, led to results so startling and

so abhorrent to the general mind, that it called attention to

the grounds upon which such conclusions could be based.

As I said before, there were no Spinozists to carry on the

work of their master. The followers of Descartes were

quickly silenced by the followers of New ion. Only in Meta-

VOL. II. Q
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physics could tlicy fiud a field, and there to this day Descartes

is regarded as a master. lu the same region Spinoza is

also regarded as a master : no one avowedly adopts Spinozisui,

but German Ontology is thoroughly penetrated by it.*

* The works on Spinoz.i arc abiimUint. The best expositions of his doctrine I

have seen arc iu Kuxo Fiscuku : Gcsch. rler ncuiim Philos., Bd. I., and Sir;wAUT : Brr

Spinosusmiis fiistorisch nnd philos. crlaiilcrt. An Englisli translation of the

'Ethics' and 'Correspondence' by Dr. R.Willis has recently appeared. An
anonymous translation of tlie 'Tractatus' had previously been published. There

are also complete translations, in German by AtEnuACii, and iu French by E.milk

Saisset.
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CHAPTER II.

THE FIRST ClilSIS IN MODERN PHILOSOPHY.

SPINOZA'S development of the germs sent foi'tli by

Descartes, produced a crisis. He startled men by the

conclusions to which he showed that their philosophical

premisses irresistibly led ; and thus forced them into the

dilemma either of rejecting the iiremisses, or rejecting the

validity of Philosophy as then conceived.

If the premisses are correct, if every clear, distinct idea

is necessarily true, subjective logic is a key to the mystery

of the objective world ; the internal order is identical with

the external order; and Spinozism is an acceptable creed.

If the premisses are not correct, if the voice of Conscious-

ness is not necessarily the voice of truth, the subjective not

always the harmonious correlate of the objective. Meta-

physical Philosophy, which has its basis in this certitude of

Consciousness, is impotent.

Spinozism or Scepticism ? There seemed no third alter-

native. Nor was there a third alternative, so long as Philo-

sophy persisted in its ontological and absolute claims—per-

sisted in the metaphysical Method, in the search for truths

lying beyond the sphere of relativity. A new conception of

Philosophy was needed to restore the shattered confidence of

philosophers.

This new conception was then slowly growing into the

distinctness it has of late assumed. It involved a complete

change in the point of view. The relativity of all knowledge

Avas its primary canon. With this necessarily came a com-

plete exclusion of ontological research. The nature and

limits of Knowledge became the most urgent topics. Before
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deciding upon any qnestiou relating to Creation, Immortality,

or Cause, men saw themselves comixdled to decide upon the

competence of human faculty to acquh-e any knowledge

whatever of such subjects. If this inquiiy should result

in disclosing a native incompetence, there would be an end

to all disi>utes on topics thus removed from rational research.

The crisis, therefore, turns upon this fundamental dispute :

Can the human mind transcend the si)here of relative know-

lcd"-e, and, passing from Consciousness to Causes, explore

the natin-e of things per se ?

The first decomposition of this great questit)n is into the

psychological question of the origin of ideas : Have we or

have we not any ideas whirh are antecedent to, and independent

of. Experience ?

The recognition of this question as the ju-imary one, con-

stitutes a new era in History. Several writers have remarked

the enormous pi-edomiiinnce of ps3X-hological inquiries from

Spinoza to Fichte ; but the reason of this turn in the direc-

tion of Philosophy has not, I think, been recognised. The

fact is patent; the connection of the predominance of Psy-

chology with the necessary decrease of Ontology required

explanation ; the more so as Psychology occupied but little

attention in the ancient and mediaeval schools. I believe

that the importance acquired by Psychology, especially in

its treatment of the origin and scope of human faculty, was

the natural result of the same objective tendency which had

given prominence to the Inductive Method. A necessity had

arisen for a new course of investigation. The hopeless

failures of so many gcnei-ations suggested that the seekers

had begun their search at the wrong end ; and that before

any issue could be found, a complete revision of the means

of search was indispensable. The limits and conditions of

the inquiring mind had to be ascertained.
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PJiiloaophy pauses to ascertain the scope and limits of

the human mind.

CHAPTER I.

nOBBES.

PERHAPS no wi'iter except Spinoza lias ever been so

uniformly depreciated as Hobbes. From his first appear-

ance until the present day his name has been a bye-word of

contempt with the majority of writers ; and even by those

who have been liberal enough to acknowledge merit in an

adversary, he has been treated as a dangerous and shallow

thinker. The first person who saw his importance as a

political thinker, and had the courage to proclaim it, was

James Mill. As long as political and social theories continue

to be judged of by their supposed consequences, so long will

Hobbes be denied a fair hearing. He has roused the odium

theologicuvi. It will be long ere that will be appeased.

Faults he had, unquestionably ; short-comings, incomplete

views ; and—as all error is dangerous in proportion to its

plausibility—we will say that he was guilty ofdangerous errors.

Let the faults be noted, but not overstrained ; let the short-

comings and incomplete views be enlarged and corrected

;

the errors calmly examined and refuted. We shall be

gainers by it ; but by inconsiderate contempt, or by vilifying,

no good result can be obtained. Impartial minds will rank

Hobbes amongst the greatest writers England has produced.

He is profound, and he is clear ; weighty, strong, and spark-

ling. His style, as mere style, is in its way as fine as any-
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thing in English : it has the clearness as well as the solidity

and brilliane\' of crystal. Nor is the matter unworthy of

the form. It is original, in the sense of having been passed

through the alembic of his own brain, even when fonnerly

the property of others. Although little of it wonld now ap-

pear novel, it was novel when he pi'oduced it. Haughty, dog-

matic, overbearing in manner, he yet loved Truth, and never

hesitated to proclaim it. ' Harm I can do none,' he says,

in the 02)ening of the Leviathan, 'though I hear no less tliau

they (i.e. previous writers), for I shall leave men but as they

are in doubt and dispute ; but intending not to take any

principle upon trust, but only to put men in mind of what

they know aJreafly, or may know by their experience, I hope to

err less ; and when I do, it must proceed from too hasty con-

cludinfj, which I will endeavour as much as I can to avoid.' *

He proclaimed that Psychology is a science of observation
;

that if we would understand the conditions and operations

of our minds, avc must i)atiently look inwards and see what

passes there. All the reasoning and subtle disputation in

the world will not advance us one stej), unless we first get a

f]rni basis on fact. ' Man,' he says elsewhere, with his usual

causticity, ' has the exclusive privilege of forming general

theorems. But this privilege is alloyed by another, that is,

by the privilege of absurdity, to which no living creature is

subject but man only. And of men those are of all most

subject to it, that profess Philosophy.' And the cause of

this large endowment of the privilege to philosophers we
may read in another passage, where he attributes the diffi-

cult}' men have in receiving Truth, to their minds being

prepossessed by false opinions—they having jjrejudged the

question. The passage is as follows :
—

' When men have

once acquiesced in untrue opinions, and registered them as

authenticated records in their minds, it is no less impossible

to speak intelligibly to such men than to write legibly on a

paper already scribbled over.'

Hobbes's position in the History of Philosophy is easily

» Works, edlteil liy Sir W. Molkswouth. W. 1.
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assigned. Oii the question of the origin of onr knowledge

he takes a decided stand upon Experience : he is the pre-

cursor of modern sensationalists :
—

'Concerning the thoughts of man I will consider them

first singly, and afterwards in a train or dependence upon

one another. Singly they are every one a representation or

ajypearance of some quality or other accident of a body with-

out ns, which is commonly called an object. Which object

worketh on the eyes, ears, and other parts of a man's body

;

andby diversity of working, produceth diversity of appearances.

' The original of them all is that which we call Sense, for

there is no conception in a man's mind which hath not at

fii-st, totally or by parts, been begotten upon the organs of

sense. The rest are derived from that original.' *

Here is stated, in the broadest manner, the principle of

sensationalism. It is in direct antagonism to the doctrine

of Descartes that there are innate ideas ; in direct anta-

gonism to the old doctrine of the spirituality of Mind.

Theoretically this principle may be insignificant : historically

it is important.

Hobbes's language is plain enough, but we will still further

quote from him, to obviate any doubt as to his meaning.

' According to the two principal parts of man, I divide his

faculties into two sorts— faculties of the body, and faculties

of the mind.

' Since the minute and distinct anatomy of the powers of

the body is nothing necessary to the present purpose, I will

only sum them up iu these three heads,—power nutritive,

power generative, and power motive.

'Of the powers of the mind there be two sorts

—

cognitive,

imaginative, or conceptive and motive.

' For the understanding of what I mean by the power

cognitive, we must remember and acknowledge that there be

in our minds continually certain images or conceptions of

the things without us. This imagery and representation of

* Leviathiin, ch. i. In the following exposition we shall sometimes cite from

the Leviathan ;)nd somelimes from the Hio/tan Kaiuri'.
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the qnalities of the things without, is that which we call our

conception, imaijination, idvai!, noiice, or knowledge of them ;

and the faculty, or power by which we are capable of such

Icnowledge, is that I here call cognitii^e poircr, or coiiceptive,

the power of knowing or conceiving.'

The mind is thus wholly constructed out of sense. Nor

must we be deceived by the words faculty and power, as if

they meant a.ny activity of the mind— as if they implied that

the mind co-operated with sense. The last sentence of the

foregoing passage is sufficient to clear up this point. He
elsewhere says :

—
' All the qnalities called sensible are, in the

object that causeth them, but so manj' several motions of the

matter by which it prosseth on our organs diversely. Neither

in us that are pressed are they anything clsehut divers motions;

for motion produceth nothing but nioti^n.^

Hobbes, therefore, and not Locke, is the precursor of that

school of Psj-chology which flourished in the eighteenth

century (principally in France), and which made every

operation of the mind proceed out of transformed sensations;

which ended, logically enough, in saying that to thinh is to

feel—penser c'cst scnfir.

It is to Hobbes that the merit is due of a discovoi-y whicli,

though so familiar to us now as to appear self-evident, was

yet in truth a most important discover^', and was adopted by

Descartes in his Meditations *—it is that our sensations do

not correspond with any external qualities ; that what are

called sensible qualities are nothing but modifications of the

sentient being :—
' Because the image in vision, consisting of colour and

shape, is the knowledge we have of the qualities of the object

of that sense ; it is no hard matter for a man to fall into

this opinion that the same colour and shape are the very

qualities themselves ; and for the same cause that sound and
noise are the qualities of the bell or of the aii-. And this

• Descaktes may possibly h:iTe discoTcTpJ it for himself; bvit the priority of

publication is at any rat« due to Hobbbs—a fact first noticed, we believe, by
Mr. Hai.hm: Literature of Europe, iii. 271.
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opinion Lath been so long received that the contrary mnsfc

needs appear a great paradox ; and yet the introduction of

species visible ami intdlicjihle (which is necessary for tlie main-

tenance of that opinion) passing to and fro from the object

is worse than any paradox, as being a plain impossibility. I

shall therefore endeavour to make plain these points :

' That the subject wherein colour and image are inherent,

is not the object or thing seen.

' That there is nothing without us (really) which we call

an image or colour.

' That the said image or coloiir is but an apparition unto

ns of the motion, agitation, or alteration, which the object

worlceth in the brain, or spirits, or some internal substance of

the head.

' That as in vision, so also in conceptions that arise from

the other senses, the subject of their inference is not the

object but the sentient.'

This important principle, which Cameades among the

ancients alone seems to have suspected, Hobbes has very

clearly and conclusively illustrated.

Sense furnishes ns with conceptions ; but as there v.re

other operations of the mind besides the conceptive, it re-

mains to be seen how sense can also be the original of them.

And first, of Imagination. Mr. Hallam has noticed the

acuteness and originality which often characterise Hobbes's

remarks ; and he instances the opening of the chapter on

Imagination in the Leviathan. It is worth quoting :
—

' That

when a thing lies still, unless somewhat else stir it, it will

lie still for ever, is a truth no one doubts of. But that when

a thing is in motion it will eternally be in motion, unless

somewhat else stay it, though the reason be the sa.me,

namely that nothing can change itself, is not so easily

assented to. For men measure not only other men but all

other things by themselves ; and because they find them-

selves subject after motion to pain and lassitude, think

everything else grows weary of motion and seeks repose of

its own accord ; little considering whether it be not some
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other motion wlioroiii that desire of rest, they find in them-

selves, consisteth.' Imagination llobbes defines as a ' con-

ception remaining and by little and little decaying from and

after the act of sense.' . . .
' Imagination, therefore, is but

decaying sense.' The reader must not here understand by

imagination anything more than the retaining of an image

of the object, after the object is removed. It is the term

used by Hobbes to express what James Mill happily called

Ideation. Sense, Sensation ; ideas. Ideation. Hobbes says,

sense. Sensation; images, Imagination.

The materialism of Hobbes does not consist merely in his

language (as is the case with some philosophers; Locke, for

instance) ; it lies at the very root of his theory. Thus,

lie says, we have sensations and we have images—ideas.

Whence those images ? ' When a body is once in motion

it nioveth, unless something hinder it, eternally ; and what-

soever hindereth it, cannot in an instant, but in time and

by degrees quite extinguish it; and as we see in the water,

though the wind cease, the waves give not over rolling for a

long time after : so also it happencth in that motion which

is made in the internal parts of man ; then, when he sees,

dreams, &c. For after the object is riiuioved, or the eye

shut, we still retain an image of the thing seen, though more

obscure than when we see it. • . . The decay of sense in

men waking is not the decay of the motion made in sense,

but an obscuring of it, in such manner as the light of the

sua obscureth the light of the stars ; which stars do no less

exercise their virtue, by which they are visible, in the day

than in the night. But because amongst many strokes

which our eyes, ears, and other organs receive from external

bodies, the predominant only is sensible ; therefore the light

of the sun being predominant, we are not affected with the

action of the stars.' This illustration is very happy ; but it

only serves to bring out into stronger relief the materialism.

He has told us what Imagination is ; let us now learn what
is Memory. ' This decaying sense, when we would express

the thing itself, I moan fancy itself, we call imafjinatinn, as
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I Lave said before ; but when -we would express the decay,

and signify that the sense is fading, ohl, and past, it is called

memory. So that imagination and memory are but one

thing, which for divers considerations hath divei-s names.'

Mr. Hallam objects to this, and says that it is very evident

that imagination and memory are distinguished by something

more than their names. Truly, by ns ; but not by Hobbes :

he evidently uses the word imagination in a more generical

sense than we use it : he means by it Ideation. Thus he calls

dreams 'the imagination of them that sleep.' It is that state

of the mind which remains when the objects which agitated

it by sensations are removed : the mind is then not so agitated

but neither is it calm ; and he compares that state to the

gentle rolling of the waves after the wind hath ceased.

Let this be distinctly borne in mind : Hobbes sees nothing

in the intellect but what was previously in the sense. Sen-

sations, and the traces which they leave (i. e. images), form

the simple elements of all knowledge ; the various com-

mixtures of these elements form the various intellectual

faculties. Open the third chapter of the Leviathan. In it

he pi'opounded, as something quite simple and obvious, the

very important law of association of ideas.* He states it

with great clearness and thorough mastery, though he

evidently was quite unaware of its extensive application.

' When a man thinketh,' he says, ' on anything whatso-

ever, his next thought after is not altogether so casual as it

seems to be. Not every thought to every thought succeeds

indifferently. But as we have no imagination whereof we

have not formerly had sense in whole or in parts, so we have

no transition from one imagination to another whereof we

never had the like before in our senses. The reason whereof

is this : all fancies (i. e. images) are motions ivithin ns, relicts

of those made in sense ; and those motions that immediately

succeed one another in the sense continue also together after

the sense ; insomuch as the former coming again to take place

* See Sir W. Hamilton : Dissertation affixed to RciiVs Wvrks, p. 898, for a

history of tliis law of association.
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and be predominant, the latter followeth by coherence of the

matter moved, in such manner as v.-atcr upon a phviu table is

drawn which way any one part of it is guided by the finger.'

The materialism here is distinct enonijh. He continues,

in excellent style :—' This train of thoughts, or mental dis-

course, is of two sorts. The first is ungnided, v;ithout

design, and inconstant, wherein there is no passionate

thought to govern and direct those that follow to itself, as

the end and scope of some desire or other passion ; in which

case the thoughts are said to wander, and seem impertinent

one to another as in a dream. Such are commonly the

thoughts of men that are not only without company, but

also without care of anything ; though even then their

thoughts are as busy as at other times, but without harmony ;

as the sound which a lute out of tune would yield to any

man ; or in tune, to one that could not play. And yet in

this wild ranging of the mind, a man may ofttimes perceive

the way of it, and the dependence of one thought upon

another. For in a discourse of our present civil war, what

would seem more impex-tinent than to ask, as one did, what

was the value of a Roman penny ? Yet the coherence to me

was manifest enough. For the thought of the war intro-

duced the thought of delivering up the King to his enemies

;

the thought of that brought in the thought of the delivering

up of Christ ; and that again the thought of the thirty

pence, which was the price of that treason; and thence

easily followed that malicious question, and all this in a

moment of time; for thought is quick.'

' For thought is quick.' This is the simple pregnant com-

ment, justly deemed sufficient. The plain direct remark

with which Hobbes concludes the above passage would, in

the hands of many moderns, have run somewhat thus :

—

* How wonderful is thought ! how mighty ! how mysterious !

In its lightning speed it traverses all space, and makes the

past present !

' Hobbes, with a few simple direct words,

produces a greater impression than would all the swelling

pomp of a passage bristling with notes of exclamation.

This is the secret of his style. It is also the characteristic
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of his speculations. Whatever faults they may have, they

have no vagueness, no pretended profundity. As much of

the truth as he has clearly seen he clearly exhibits : what he

has not seen he does not pretend to see.

One important deduction from his principles he has drawn :

' Whatsoever we imagine is finite. Therefore there is no

idea, no conception of anything we call infinite. No man

can have in his mind an image of infinite magnitude, nor

conceive infinite swiftness, infinite time, or infinite power.

When we say that anything is infinite, we signify only that

we are not able to conceive the ends and bounds of the thing

named, having no conception of the thing, but of our own

inability. And therefore the name of God is used not to

make us conceive him, for he is incomprehensible, and his

greatness and power are inconceivable, but that we may

honour him. Also because whatsoever we conceive has been

perceived first by sense, either all at once or by parts, a man

can have no thought representing anything not subject to Sense.'

On Hobbes's principles this is irresistible. He assumes

that all our thoughts must be images. So far is this from

being true, that not even all our sensations are capable of

forming images. What images are given by the sensations

of heat or cold, of music, or of taste V

Every man's consciousness will assure him that thoughts

are not always images. It will also assure him that he has

the idea, notion, conception, figment (or whatever name he

may give the thought) of Infinity. If he attempts to form

an image of it, that image will of course be finite : it would

not otherwise be an image. But he can think of it; he can

reason of it. It is a thought. It is in his mind ; though

how it got there may be a question which he is not in a

condition to answer.

We insist upon Hobbes's materialism, the better to pre-

pare the reader for a cori-ect appreciation of Locke. Hobbes,

in the sixth chapter of his Human Nature, has very carefully

defined what he means by knowledge. ' There is a story

somewhere,' he says, 'of one that pi-etends to have been

miraculously cured of blindness, wherewith he was born, by.
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St. Albaii or other saints, at the town of St. Albau's ; and

that the Duke of Gloucester being there, to be satisfied of

the truth of the miracle, asked the man, What colour is this?

who, by answering it was green, discovered himself, and was

punished for a counterfeit : for though by his sight newly

received he might distinguish between green and red and all

other colours, as well as any that should interrogate him, yet

he could not possibly know at first sight which of them was

called green, or red, or by any other name.

' By this we may understand there be two kinds of know-

ledge, whereof the one is nothing else but sense, or know-

ledge origiiial, and r&mcnibrance of the same ; the other is

called science, or knowledge of the truth, of proimsitions, and

how things are called, and is derived from xmderstandiiuj.

Both of these sorts are but experience; the former being

the experience of the effects of things that work upon us

from tvithout; and the latter experience men have from

the proper use of names in language: and all experience

being, as I have said, but remembrance, all knowledge is

remembrance.'

The only ambiguity possible in the above passage is that

which might arise from the use of the word understandimj.

This he elsewhere defines as follows :

—

' When a man upon the hearing of any speech hath those

thoughts which the words of that speech in their connection

were ordained and constituted to signify, then he is said to

understand it ; understanding being nothing else but concep-

tion formed by speech.'

We must content ourselves with merely alluding to his

admirable observations on language, and with quoting, for

the hundredth time, his weighty ajjhorism, ' Words are wise

men's counters ; the}' do but reckou by them ; but they are

the money of fools.'

No attempt is here made to do full justice to Hobbes ; no

notice can be taken of the speculations which made him
fiimous. Our object has been fulfilled if we have made
clear to the reader the position Hobbes occupies in modern
psychological speculation.
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CHAPTER II.

LOCKE.

§ I. Life of Locke.

JOHN LOCKE, one of the wisest of Englishmen, was

born at Wrington, in Somersetshire, on Augnst 29,

1032. Little is known of his family, except that his father

had served in the parliamentary wars : a fact not without

significance in connection with the steady love of liberty

manifested by the son.

His education began at Westminster, where he stayed till

he was nineteen or twenty. He was then sent to Oxford.

That University was distinguished then, as it has ever been,

by its attachment to whatever is old : the Past is its model

;

the Past has its affection. That there is much good in this

veneration for the Past, few will gainsay. Nevertheless, a

University which piqued itself on being behind the age, was

scarcely the fit place for an original thinker. Locke was ill at

ease in a place where the Philosophy upheld was Scholasticism.

On such food a mind like his could not nourish itself. Like his

great predecessor Bacon, he imbibed a profound contempt for

the University studies ; and in after-life regretted that so

much of his time should have been wasted on such profitless

pursuits. So deeply convinced was he of the vicious method

of college education, that he ran into the other extreme,

and thought self-education the best. It is true that all

great men have been mainly self-taught ; all that is most

valuable a man must learn for himself, must work out for him-

self. Locke assumes that all men will educate themselves if

left to themselves. The fact is, the majority have to be edu-



240 LOCKE.

cated by force. For those who, if left to themselves, woiildnever

educate themselves, colleges and schools are indispensable.

Locke's notion of an educated man is very characteristic

of him. Writing to Lord Peterborough, he says, 'Your

Lordship would have your son's tutor a thorough scholar,

and I think it not much matter whether he be any scholar

or no ; if he but understand Latin well and liave a general

scheme of the sciences, I think that enough. But I would

have him well-bred and well-tempered.'

Disgusted with the disputes which usurped the title of

Philosophy, Locke principally devoted himself to Medicine

while at Oxford. His proficiency is attested by two very

different persons, and in two very different ways. Dr.

Sydenham, in the Dedication of his Observations on the

lliflory and Cure of Acute Diseases, boasts of the approbation

bestowed on his Method by Mr. John Locke, ' who examined

it to the bottom ; and who, if we consider his genius and

penetrating and exact judgment, has scarce any superior,

and few equals now living.' The second testimony is that

afforded by Lord Shaftesbury, when Locke first met him.

The Earl was suffering from an abscess in the chest. No
one could discover the nature of his disoi-der. Locke at

once divined it. The Earl followed his advice, submitted to

an opei'ation, and was saved. A close intimacy sprang up

between them. Locke accompanied him to London, and

resided principallj' in his house.

His attention was thus turned to politics. His visits to

Holland delighted him. ' The blessings which the jieople

there enjoyed under a government peculiarly favourable to

civil and religious liberty, amply compensated, in his view,

for what their uninviting territory wanted in scenerj' and

climate.' * He also visited France and Germany, making

the acquaintance of several distinguished men.

In 1G70 he planned his Essay concerning Hitman Under-

standing. This he did not complete till 1087. In 1075 the

* l)LGAJ.li SteWAUT.
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delicate state of his health obliged hun to travel, aud he

repaired to the South of France, where he met Lord Pem-

broke. To him the Essay is dedicated. He returned in

107!.', aud resumed his studies at Oxford. But his friend-

ship for Shaftesbury, and the liberal opinions he was known

to hold, di'ew upon him the displeasure of the Court. He
was deprived of his studentship by a very arbitrary act.*

Nor did persecution stop there. He was soon forced to cpiifc

England, and find refuge at the Hague. There also the

anger of the king pursued him, and he was obliged to

retreat further into Holland. It was there he published his

celebrated Letter on Toleration.

He did not return to England till after the Revolution.

Then there was security and welcome. He was pressed to

accept a high diplomatic office in Germany, but the state of

his health prevented him. In IGOO the fij'st edition of his

Essay appeared. He had indeed already (1G88) published

an abridgment of it in Leclerc's liibliotheque univcrselle.

The success of this Essay was immense; and Warburinn's

assertion to the contrary falls to the ground on the mere

statement of the number of editions which the work rapidly

went though. Six editions within fourteen years,t and in

times when books sold more slowly than they sell now, is

evidence enough.

The publication of his Essay roused great opposition. He
soon got involved in the discussions with Stillingfleet,

Bishop of Worcester. He was soon after engaged in the

l)olitical discussions of the day, and published his Treatise

on Government. It was about this time that he became

* Macaui,a.t: History of England, i. 51.5-6.

t The writer of the article Locke, in the EncyctrrjxrdiaBrittannica, says that the

fourth edition appeared in 1 700. Victor Cousin repeats the statement, and adds

that a fifth edition was preparing when death overtook the author; this fifth

edition appearing in 1 705. We know not on what authority these writers speak

;

hut that they are in error may be seen by tm-ning to Locke's Epistle to the Keadc-r,

the last paragraph of which announces that the edition then issued by Locke him-

self is the sixth.

VOL. II. E
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acquainted witli Sir Isaac Newton ; and a portion of tlieir

very interesting correspondence lias been given by Lord

King in his Life of Locke.

Locke's liealtU, thougli always delicate, had not been

disturbed by any imprudences, so that he reached the age

of seventy-two—a good ripe age for one who had studied

and thought. He expired in the arms of his friend Lady

Mashani, on October 28, 1701.

§ IL On the Spirit op Locke'.s Writings.

It has for many years been the fashion to decry Locke.

Indirect sneers at his ' superficiality ' aboimd in the writings

of those who, because their thought is so muddy that they

cannot see its shallow bottom, fancy they are profound.

Locke's 'materialism' is also a favourite subject'of condo-

lence with these writers, who also assert that his principles

' lead to atheism.'

Another mode of undervaluing Locke is to assert that he

only borrowed and popularised the ideas originated by

Hobbes. That Locke never read Hobbes piay seem incredible,

but has sti'ong evidence to support it ; and is one among many

examples of how few were the books he had read. He never

alludes to Hobbes in any way that can be interpreted into

having read him. Twice only, we believe, does he allude to

him, and then so distantly, and with such impropriety, as to

be almost convincing with respect to his ignorance. The first

time is in his Reply to the Bishop of Worcester, in which he

absurdly classes Hobbes and Spinoza together. He says, ' I

am not so well read in Hobbes and Spinoza as to be able to

say what were their opinions on this matter, but possibly

there be those who will think your Lordship's authority of

more use than those justly-decried writers.' The form of ex-

pression, ' I am not so well read,' etc. is obviously equivalent

to— I have never read those justly-decried writers. His second

allusion is simply this :—
' A Hobbist would probably say.'
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We cannot at present lay oiu- liands on the passage, but it

refers to some moral question.

This is only negative evidence. Something like positive

evidence however is the fact that Hobbes's doctrine of Asso-

ciation of Ideas—a principle as simple of apprehension as it

is imjjortant—was completely unknown to Locke, who, in the

fourth or fifth edition, added the chapter on Association as it

now stands. Moreover, Locke's statement of the law is by

no means so satisfactory as that by Hobbes : he had not so

thoroughly mastered it; yet, had he read it in Hobbes, he

would assuredlj^ have improved on it. That he did not at

first introduce it into his work is a strong presumption that

he had not then read Hobbes, because the law is so simple

and so evident, when stated, that it must produce instan-

taneous conviction.

It is strange that any man should have read Locke, and

questioned his origmality. There is scai'cely a writer we
could name whose works bear such an indisputable impress

of his having ' raised himself above the almsbasket, and, not

content to live lazily on scraps of begged opinions, set his

own thoughts to work to find and follow truth.' It is stiU

more strange that any man should have read Locke and

questioned his power. The patient sagacity which, above

all things, distinguishes a philosopher is more remarkable in

Locke than almost any writer. He was also largely endowed

with good sense. In these two qualities, and in his homely

racy masculine style, we see the type of the English mind,

when at its best. The plain directness of his manner, his

earnestness without fanaticism, his hearty honest life of

truth, and the depth and pertinence of his thoughts, are

qualities which, though they do not dazzle the reader, yet

win his love and respect. In that volume, you have the

honest thoughts of a great honest Englishman. It is the

product of a manly mind : clear, truthful, direct. No vague

formulas, no rhetorical flights, no base flattery of base pre-

judices, no assumption of oracular wisdom, no word-jugglery.

There are so many writers who cover their inanity with a
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veil of words, who seem profound because tliey are obscure,

tliat a plainness like Locke's tlcceives the careless reader,

and leads him to suppose that what is there so plain must

have been obvious.

Locke, though a patient cautious thinker, was anything

but a timid thinker; and it docs great honour to his sagacity

that at a time when all scientific men were exclaiming against

the danger of hypothesis, believing that the extravagant

errors of Schoolmen and alchemists were owing to their use

of hypotheses—a time when the great Newton himself could

be led into the unphilosophical boast, hi/pothcuesuon Jingo, our

wise Locke should exactly appreciate them at their true

value. He says :

—

' Not that we may not, to explain any phenomena of nature,

make use of any probable hypothesis whatsoever. Hypo-

theses, if they are well made, are at least great helps to

memory, and often direct us to new discoveries. But we

should not take them up too hastily (which the mind that

would always penetrate into the causes of tilings, and have

principles to rest on, is very apt to do) till we have very well

examined particulars, and made several experiments in that

thing which we would explain by our hypothesis, and see

whether it will agree to them all ; whether our principles

will carry us quite through, and not be as inconsistent with

one phenomenon of nature as they seem to accomodate and

explain another ; and, at least, that we take care that tlie

name of pi-inciples deceive us not nor impose on us, by making

us receive that for an unquestionable truth which is really at

best but a very doubtful conjecture : s.uch as are most (I hiid

almost said all) of the hypotheses in natural philosophy.'

Locke could exchange his opinions with ease Avhen he

fancied that he saw their error. He readily reti-acted ideas

which he had published in an immature form ; ' thinking

himself,' as he says, ' more concerned to quit and renounce

any opinion of my own than oppose that of another, when
truth appears against it.' He had a just and incurable

suspicion of all ' great volumes swollen with ambiguous words.'
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He know how mueli jugglery goes on witli words ; some of it

conscious, some of it unconscious, but all pernicious. ' Vague
and insignificant forms of speech and abuse of language

have for so long passed for mysteries of science ; and hard

and misapplied words, with little or no meaning, have, by

prescription, such a right to be mistaken for deep learning

and height of speculation, that it will not be easy to persuade

either those who speak or those who hear them that they

are but the covers of ignorance and hindrance of true know-

ledge. To break in iipon this sanctuary of vanity and

ignorance will be, I suppose, some service to the human
understanding.'

Locke had an analytical mind. He desired to understand

and to explain things, not to write rhetorically about them.

There were mysteries enough which he was contented to let

alone ; he knew that human fticulties were limited, and

reverentially submitted to ignorance on all things beyond

his reach. But though he bowed down before that which was

essentially mysterious, he was anxious not to allow that which

was essentially cognisable to be enveloped in mystery. Let

that which is a mystery remain undisturbed : lot that which

is not necessarily a mystery be brought into the light of day.

Know the limits of your understanding

—

beyond those limits

it is madness to attempt to penetrate ; within those limits it

is folly to let in darkness and mystery, to be incessantly

wondering, and always assuming that matters cannot be so

plain as they appear, and that something lying deeper com-ts

our attention.

To minds otherwise constituted— to men who love to

dwell in the vague regions of speculation, and are only at

ease in an intellectual twilight—Locke is naturally a dis-

agreeable teacher. He flatters none of their prejudices ; he

falls in with none of their tendencies. Mistaking obscurity

for depth, they accuse him of being superficial. The owls

declare the eagle is blind. They prefer the twilight ; he

Wantons in tlie smile of Jove.
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They sneer at his ' shallowness.' So frcqxient arc the sneers

and oft-hand charges against him that I, •who had read him

in my youth with delight, began to suspect that my admiration

had been rash. The jiroverb says, ' Throw bxit mud enongh,

some will be sure to stick.' It was so with Locke. Re-

iterated depreciation had somewhat defaced his image in

my mind. The time came however when, for the purposes of

this History, I had to read the Essay on Human Understand-

ing once more, carefully, pen in hand. The image of John

Locke was again revived within me ; this time in more than

its former splendour. His modesty, honesty, truthfulness,

and directness, I had never doubted ; but now the vigour

and originality of his mind, the raciness of his colloquial

style, the patient analysis by which he has laid open to us

such vast tracts of thought, and above all, the manliness of

his truly practical understanding, are so strongly impressed

upon me that I feel satisfied the best answer to his detractors

is to say, ' Read him.' From communion with such a mind

as his, nothing but good can result. He suggests as much as

he teaches.

§ IIL Locke's Method.

' It may be said that Locke created the science of Meta-

physics,' says D'Alembert, ' in somewhat the same way as

Newton created Physics. ... To understand the soul, its

ideas and its affections, he did not study books ; they would

have misdirected him ; he was content to descend within

himself, and after having, so to speak, contemplated himself

a long while, he presented in his Essay the mirror in which

he had seen himself. In one word, he reduced Metaphysics

to that which it ought to be, viz. the experimental physics

of the mind.' *

This is great praise, and from high authority, but we
suspect that it can only be I'eceived with some qualification.

' En un mot, il reduisit la metaiihysique ii ce quelle doit etre, en effc-t, hi

physique exp(-rimen tale de Vtime.'—Piscours prilim. dc I'Enci/dopblk.
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Locke made no great discovery which changed the face of

science. He was not even the first to turn his glance in-

wards. Descartes and Hobbes had been before him.

Yet Locke had his Method ; a Method peculiarly his own.

Others before him had cast a hasty glance inwards, and

dogmatised upon what they saw. He was the first to watch

patiently the operations of his mind, that, watching, he

might surprise the evanescent thoughts, and steal from

them the secret of their combinations. He is the founder of

modern Psychology. By him the questions of Philosophy

are boldly and scientifically reduced to the primary question

of the limits of human understanding. By him is begun the

history of the development and combination of our thoughts.

Others had contented themselves with the thoughts as they

found them ; Locke sedulously inquired into the origin of all

our thoughts. To complete his Psychology, he should have

opened an inquiiy into the origin of our Faculties.

M. Victor Cousin, who, as a rhetorician, is in constant

antagonism to the clear and analytical Locke, makes it an

especial grievance that he and his school have considered

the question respecting the origin of ideas as fundamental.

' It is from Locke,' he continues, ' that has been borrowed

the custom of referring to savages and children, upon whom
observation is so difficult ; for the one class we must trust to

the reports of travellers, often prejudiced and ignorant of

the language of the country visited ; for the other class

(children), we are reduced to very equivocal signs.' ^

Locke wanted to collect facts concerning the origin of

ideas ; and this is a practice inseparable from true scientific

psychological research. Perhaps no source of error has

been more abundant than the obstinacy with which men
have in all times looked iipon their associations as irre-

sistible truths—as primary and universal truths. A little

analysis—a little observation of minds removed from the

influences which fostered those associations, would prove

* Histoirc dc la I'hilus. 17° le^on.
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that those associations were not universal truths, but simply

associations. It is because men have analj'sed the cultivated

mind that they have been led to false results ; had they

compared their analysis with that of an uncultivated mind,

they might have gained some insight. The objection against

Locke's practice could only proceed fi'om men who study

Psychology without previous acquaintance with Physiology

—which, though they do not know it, is the same as study-

ing functions without any knowledge of the organs. Locke

was the first who systematically sought in the history of the

development of the mind for answers to many of the funda-

mental questions of Psycholog}', and he has been blamed for

this, in the same spirit as that which dictated the sneers of

John Hunter's professional contemporaries, because that

admirable anatomist sought in comparative anatomy for

elucidation of many anatomical problems. Nowadays no

well-informed student is ignorant of the fact that Com-
parative PhysioUigy and Embryology are our surest guides

in all biological questions, simpl}' because we therein sec the

problems gradually removed from many of the complexities

which in the higher and more completely developed organ-

isms frustate our research. Locke saw clearly enough

that the philosophers were accustomed to consider their

minds as types of the human mind ; whei'eas their minds,

being filled with false notions and warjied by prejudices,

could in nowise be taken as types ; for even granting that

the majority of their notions were true, yet these true

notions were not portions of the furniture of universal minds.

He sought for ilhistrations from such minds as had not been

so warped.

His object was ' to inquire into the orujinal, certainty, and

extent, of human knowledge.' He was led to this by a con-

versation with some friends, in which, disputes growing

warm, ' after we had puzzled ourselves awhile, without

coming any nearer a resolution of those doubts which
perplexed us, it came into my thoughts that we took a wrong

course ; and that, before we set ourselves upon inquiries of
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tbat nature, it was necessary to examine our own ;il)ilities,

and see what objects our understandings were or were not fitted

to deal with.'' *

The plan he himself laid down is as follows :—
' First, I shall inquire into the original of those ideas,

notions, or whatever else you please to call them, which a

man observes and is conscious to himself he has in his mind
;

and the ways whereby the understanding comes to be fur-

nished with them.

' Secondly, I shall endeavour to show what knowledge the

understanding hath by those ideas ; and the certainty,

evidence, and extent, of it.

' Thirdly, I shall make some inquiry into the nature and

grounds of faith or opinion ; whereby I mean that assent

which we give to any proposition as true, of whose truth we
have yet no certain knowledge ; and we shall have occasion

to examine the reasons and degrees of assent.'

We here see decisively settled the question so often

raised respecting the importance of Locke's Inquiry into

Innate Ideas. ' For Locke and his school,' says M. Cousin,

justly, ' the study of understanding is the study of Ideas

;

hence the recent celebrated name of Ideology for the de-

signation of the science of mind.' Indeed, as we have shown,

the origin of Ideas was the most important of all questions

;

upon it rested the whole problem of Philosophy.

According to the origin of our Ideas may we assign

validity to them. If they are of human gTOwth and de-

velopment, they will necessarily partake of human limita-

tions. As Pascal well says, ' Si I'homme commen9oit par

s'etudier lui-menie, il verroit combien il est incapable de

passer outre. Comment pourroit-il se faire qu'une partie

connut le tout ?
'

Locke has given us a few indications of the state of

* Hegel, while admitting the plausibility of this procedure, thinks it not less

absurd th;in to refuse to enter the water till we have learnt how to swim. Cf.

Encylduj.iidie, § 10, where he argues that we must already know before we can ex-

amine the instruments of knowledge.
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opinion respectinfr Innate Ideas, wliicli it is worth while

collectuiEf. ' I have been told that a short epitome of this

treatise, which was printed in 1688, was condemned by-

some without reading, because innate ideas were denied in

it, they too hastily concluding that, if innate ideas were not

supposed, there would be little left either of the notion or

proof of spirits.' Eocapitulating the contents of the chapter

devoted to the refutation of innate ideas, he says, ' I know

not how absurd this may seem to the masters of demonstra-

tion, and probably it ^vill hardly down with amjbody at first

hfiaring.'

Locke's inquiry was purely psychological ; although he had

been a student of medicine, he never indulges in any physio-

logical speculations, such as his successors. Hartley and

Darwin, delighted in. Ideas, and ideas only, solicited his

analysis. Dugald Stewart has remarked that in the Essay

there is not a single passage savouring of the anatomical

theatre or of the chemical laboratory.

* If by this inquiry into the nature of the understanding I

can discover the powers thereof, how far thoy roach, to what

things they are in any degree proportionate, and where they

fail us, I suppose it may be of use to prevail with the busy

mind of man to be more cautious in meddling with the things

exceeding its comi^rehension, to stop when it is at the utmost

extent of its tether, and sit down in a quiet ignorance of those

things which upon examination are found to be beyond the

reach of our capacities. We should not then perhaps be so

forward, out of an affectation of universal knowledge, to raise

questions and perplex ourselves and others about things to

which our understandings are not suited, and of which we

cannot frame in our minds any clear or distinct percei^tions,

or whereof (as it has perhaps too often happened) we have

not any notions at all. Men have reason to be well satis-

fied with what God has thought fit for them, since he has

given them, as St. Peter says, Trdvra -rrphs ^wtjv koI evae^siav,

whatsoever is necessary for the convenience of life and the

information of virtue ; and has put within the reach of their
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discovery the comfortable provision for this life, and the way

that leads to a better. How short soever their knowledge

may be of a universal or perfect comprehension of whatever

is, it yet secures their great concernments, that they have

light enough to lead them to the knowledge of their Maker

and the sujht of their own duties. Men may find matter suf-

ficient to busy their heads and employ their hands with variety,

delight, and satisfaction, if they will not boldly quarrel with

their own constitutions, and throw away the blessings their

hands are filled with because they are not big enough to

grasp everything.

' We shall not have much reason to complain of the nar-

rowness of our minds if we will but employ them about what

may be of use to us, for of that they are very capable ; and

it will be an unpardonable as well as childish peevishness if

we undervalue the advantages of our knowledge, and neglect

to improve it to the ends for which it was given us, because

there are some things set out of reach of it. It will be no

excuse to an idle and untoward servant who would not attend

his business by candle-light, to plead that he had not broad

sunshine. The candle that is set up within us shines bright

enough for all our purposes.

' When we know our own strength, we shall the better know
what to undertake with hopes of success ;* and when we

have well surveyed the powers of our own minds, and made

some estimate what we may expect from them, we shall not

be inclined either to sit still, and not set our thoughts on work

at all, despairing of knowing anything ; or, on the other side,

question everything, and disclaim all knowledge because some

things are not to be understood. It is of great use to the

sailor to know the length of his line, though he cannot with it

fathom all the depths of the ocean. It is well he knows that

it is long enough to reach the bottom at such places as are

necessary to direct his voyage, and caution him against

* 'The real cause and root of almost all the evils in science is this: that,

falsely magnifying and extolling the powers of the mind, we seek not its true

helps.' —Bacon.
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ruuning upou any shoals that they may ruin him. . . . This

was that which gave the first rise to this Essay concerning

the Understanding ; for I thought that the first step towai'ds

satisfying several inquiries the mind of man was very apt to

ran into was to take a survey of our own understandings, and

to see to what things they were adapted. Till that was done I

suspected we began at the wrong end, and in vain sought for

satisfaction in a quiet and sure possession of truths that most

concerned us, whilst we let loose our thoughts into the vast

ocean of being ; as if that boundless extent were the natural

and undoubted possession of our understandings, wherein

there is nothing exempt from its decisions, or that escaped its

comprehension. Thus men extending their inquiries beyond

their capacities, and letting their thoughts wander into those

dejjths where they can find no sure footing, it is no wonder

that they raise questions and multiply disputes, which, never

coming to any clear resolution, are proper only to continue

and increase their doubts, and to confirm them at last in

perfect scepticism.'

The objective tendency of Locke's unmetajihysical mind

led him to a clear recognition of the Scholastic error respect-

ing Essences, i.e. the existence of entities corresponding to

general terms. He showed that what had for centuries been

regarded as essences of classes were merely the signification

of their names : and I agree with Mr. Mill in considering

this among the most valuable of the many services Locke

rendered to Philosophy.

It should be added however that Locke, when ' he extir-

pated the parent error, could not shake himself free from that

which was its fruit. He distinguished two sorts of essences.

Real and Nominal. His nominal essences were the essences

of classes. But he also admitted real essences, or essences of

individual objects, which he supposed to be the causes of the

sensible properties of those objects. We know not, he said,

what these essences are (and this acknowledgment rendered

the fiction comparatively innocuous) ; but if we did, we could

from them alone demonstrate the sensible properties of the
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object, as tlie properties of the triangle are demonstrated from

the definition of a triangle.'*

The decisive manner in which Locke separates himself

from the ontologists is historically noteworthy, and is also

noticeable as giving the tone to his subscqxient speculations.

§ IV. The Okigin of cub Ideas.

We have admired the Portico ; let us enter the Temple.

Hobbes had said, with Gassendi, that all our ideas are

derived from sensations ; nihil est in intellectu quod non priuS

fuerit in sensu, Locke, who is called a mere populariser of

Hobbes, said that there were two sources, not one source, and

these two were Sensation and Reflection. Sepsirating

himselfdecisively fi-om the upholders of the doctrine of innate

ideas—of truths independent of experience,—he declared that

all our knowledge is founded upon experience, and fi'om ex-

ppi-ifi^pf^itjTlfinT^^^Qly floviypg it.Sfl^ Separating himself no

less decisively from the Gassendists, who saw no source of

ideas but Sensation, he declared that, although Sensation

was one _grept snurcejiLilLLLjji^ilgjJ!^ there wasj^ another

ffinnt^ jn from which experience furnisheth

t

heunderstaadiiig-

with ideas ; ' aiid_Hiissource, ' though it h^notjmse^si^^iSishx^

nothing to do with external obiects, yet it is very like it
,
_aiid_

Utight properly enough be called internal sense ; ' this hp t^c^Via

.Reflection.

After Diigald Stewai't's ample exposure of the widespread

error that Locke was the chief of the so-called Sensational

School, we need spend little time inquiring whether Locke

did or did not teach that all knowledge was referable to

sensation. The passages which contradict the vulgar error

are numerous and decisive. Dugald Stewart has selected

several ; but perhaps the one we have just quoted will be

considered sufficiently explicit. Reflection, he says, ' tha|io-1i

it be not the sense,' may yet analogically be considered as

* Mill: Logic, i. 126.
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an internal sen se. To prevent all misconception, however,

we will as a decisive example refer to his proof of the

existence of God, which he sujusaip by saying/^It is"plain to

iMK flifijt. ê have a more, cactain knowledge of the existence

of a God than of anything_ou]i_senses have noFlmmediately

iliacorered to us . Nay, I presume I may say that we may
more certainly know that there is a God than that there is

anything else without us.' (Book iv. ch. x.)

Historians have not accorded due praise to Locke for the im-

portant advance he made towards a solution of the great ques-

tion respecting the origin of knowledge. While Leibnitz has

been lauded to the skies for having expressed this doctrine

in an ei)igram, Locke has not only been robbed of his due, but

has been sacrificed to his rival. It is commonly said, ' Locke

reduced all o\xr knowledge to Sensation : Leibnitz came and

accepted the old adage o{ nihil est in intelledu quod non prius

fucrit in serosal, but he accejited it as only half the truth ; and

therefore added nisiipse intellcctus.' Now, firstly, Locke did not

accept the adage as the whole truth ; he said thu.t Eeflectiou

was a second source of Ideas . Secondly, Dugald Stewart has

remarked that the addition which Leibnitz made when he said

there is nothing in the intellect which was not previously in

the sense, except the intellect itself, expresses no more than

the doctiine of Locke, who says, ' External objects furnish the

mind with ideas of sensible qualities ; and the mind furnishes

the undiaratanding with the ideas of its own ^ipcrations.'

Thirdly, although the phrase is epigrammatic, and thereby

has had such success in the world as epigrams usually have

it will not bear scrutiny. Except as a verbal jingle, how

trivial is the expression— the intellect in the intellect

!

Su2)pose a man to say, ' I have no money in my purse,

except my purse itself,' he would scarcely be less absurd.

For when the Schoolmen said, ' nothing was in the intellect

which was not previously in the sense,' they did not mean
that the intellect was the same as the sense ; they meant that

the intellect was furnished with no ideas, notions, or con-
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ceptions, wliicli had not been furnislied them by sense ; they

meant that the senses were the inlets to the soul.

Dr. Whewell approves of the epigram ; and alluding to

Mr. Sharpe's objection to it, viz. that we cannot say the

intellect is in the intellect, he says, ' This remark is obviously

frivolous ; for the faculties of the understanding (which are

what the argument against the Sensational School requires

ixs to I'eserve) may be said to be in the understanding with as

much justice as we may assert that there are in it the

impressions derived from sense.' We submit that the ' facul-

ties ' of the understanding are not ' aZHhatmust be reserved

for the arguments against the Sensational School ' (if the

Lockists be meant, and to them only did Leibnitz address

himself.) for the simi^le reason that the faculties never were

denied.* Opponents have attributed such a notion to Locke's

school ; no member of that school ever proposed it. The
question never was

—

Have we an TInderstandimj, and has that

Understanding certain Faculties? The question simply was

—

What is the origin of our Ideas : are they iiarthj innate and

partly acquired ; or are they wholly acquired, and, if so, is

Se7ise the sole inlet ?

To this plain question some replied plainly, ' Sense is the

origin of all our ideas.' Lpckejigplied, ' Sense and Reflection

aje^the sources of all our ideas.'

Leibnitz replied, ' There is nothing in the intellect which

was not previously in the sense ; except the intellect itself
:

'

which latter remark is altogether heside the question. And
yet this remark has called forth many pages of laudatory de-

clamation : in which Locke is cast iuto the backgroiind, and
charged with having overlooked the important fact that man
has an intellect as well as senses. This notion, once started,

continued its triumphant course. Men are for the most part

* Locke often speaks of the operations of the mind as proceeding from powers
iuti'iusieal and proper to itself. He says also: ' Thus the first cajiacity of human
intellect is that the mind is fitted to receive the impressions made on it; either

tlirough the senses by outward objects or hy its own operations when it reflects on
tkcm.'—Essay, b. ii. e. i. § 21.
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like sheep, wlio always foUow the bell-weihcr : what one

boldly asserts, another echoes boldly ; a tliii'd transmits it to

a fourth, and the assertion becomes consolidated into a tra-

ditional judgment. Some one more serious, or more inde-

pendent than the rest, looks into the matter ; sees an error,

exposes it ; but tradition rolls on its unimpeded course. I do

not expect to shake the traditional en'or respecting Locke
;

I was bound, however, to signalise it. Locke does not derive

all our knowledge from sensation ; Leibnitz has not made

any addition by his too famous nisi ijjse intcllvctus.*

BjLMllg^tion, Locke understands the simple operation of

-gxtejMlill objo(;tR__through the se2isos. Tli£_iaind_is_lifirem

wholly pasjibig,^ The senses, therefore, may be.laid, to furnish

tlie mind wjtluQlJLfiJjortion of its materials: By reflection he .

understands that internal sense by means of which the mind^

observes its own operations^ This furnishes the secouT'and

last portion of the materials out of which the mind frames

knowledge. ' If it shall be demanded,' he says, ' when a man
begins to have any ideas, I think the true answer is, when he

first has any sensation. For since there ajipear not to be any

ideas in the mind before the senses have conveyed any in, I

conceive that ideas in the understanding are coeval with

sensation.' This is making a decisive stand against the up-

holders of innate ideas ; but it is n, very rude and incomplete

y

'view.

Plato finely compares the soul to a book, of which the

senses are the scribes.f But writing is only possible after a

scries of tcntatives ; the hand must ^jractise before it can

steady itself sufficiently to trace letters ; so also must the

senses learn by repetition to trace intelligible figures on the

tuhula rasa of the muid.

Locke continues his account of the origin of all our know-

ledge thus :
' Tn tiinp f]]A ininfl Qomes to reflect on its own

* "Lzmsrtz himself says, when making the distinction, 'Cela s'accorde apsez

avec votre auleur de I'Essai, qui cherclie unc bonne partie des idees dans la reflexion

de I'csprit sur sa propre nature.'

—

Nouveanx Essaia, ii. c. i.

t Philebus, p. 192, ed. Bekker. PijIto's words are not given in the text, but

the sense is.
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operations about the ideas got by sensation^ aud thereby

store^Ttielf^with a new"set of ideas, which I call ideas of re-

flection . These are the impressions which are made on our

senses by outward objects that are extrinsical to the mind, and

its own operations proceeding from powers intrinsical and

proper to itself; which when reflected on by itself, becoming

also objects of its contemplation, are, as I have said, the

original of all knowledge. Thus the first capacity of the

human intellect is that the minJTs fitted to receive the im-

pressions made on it ; either throjjgh the senses by outward

objects-Ior by its own operations when it reflects on them .

This is the first step that a man makes towards the discovery

of and the groundwork whereon to build all those notions

^vhich ever he shall have naturally in this world. All those

sublime thoughts which tower above the clouds, and reach as

high as heaven itself, take their rise and footing here : in all

that good extent wherein the mind wanders, in those remote

speciilations it may seem to be elevated with, it stirs not one

jot beyond those ideas which sense or reflection has ofl'ered

for its contemplation.

' When the understanding is once stored with these simple

ideas, it has the power to repeat, compare, and unite, them,

even to an almost infinite variety, and so can make at pleasure

new complex ideas. But it is not in the pov/er of the most

exalted wit, or enlarged understanding, by any quickness or

variety of thought, to invent or frame one new simple idea

in the mind not taken in by the ways aforementioned.'

Whoever attentively considers these passages, or consults

the Essay on the Understanding with a view of ascertaining

what precisely was the position held by Locke, will, I

think, soon arrive at the conviction that, although he pre-

supposes the existence of an active Mind (consequently of

Faculties capable of being excited into activity by the

operation of external objects through Sense), he was in a

state of indecision and confusion resj)ecting the faculties

themselves and the psychological process ; he could not

VOL. II. s
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therefore fairlj'meet all the objections which the other school

inight urge.

He is distinguished from the Sensational School by the

absence of any notion of evolving the Faculties from sensa-

tions. He proclaimed Sense the purveyor of food for the

Mindj^ he did not conceivellmt Miudltseirwas developed out

of Sense. As to ideas, the mind was a tabula rasa before ex-

perience came to -write on it; but as to Faculties, the mind

was—something whicli he had never made clear to himself.

Thus although he was strong in argument against Innate

Ideas, and against all the attempts to establish a source of

knowledge independent of Experience, he had but confused

notions of what this Mind was, the existence of wdiich he

assumed, and of what relations of dependence existed between

the Faculties and sensations. In a word, 'the elementary

biological facts were unsuspected ; and consequently there

was much in his exposition which was unsatisfactory ; as

opponents were quick in discovering.

Opponents, however, and especially Leibnitz, committed a

great oversight in charging him v.'ith not having recognised

the fact on whicli the}' lay so much stress, namely, that we
have ideas which have their foundatioai in the Mind, and

which consequently have a certitude superior in its uni-

versality and necessity to any sense-knowledge. These ideas

are derived from the perception of the relations which exist

among our abstract ideas—as in mathematics. Thus while

the origin of all simple ideas is in Sense, and our certitude

can never go beyond what is thus given in experience, the

relations of these ideas among each other are of universal

a priori certitude.

§ V. Elements op Ideali.sm and Scepticism in Locke.

It is certain that Locke was neither an Idealist, like

Berkeley, nor a Sceptic, like Hume. Nevertheless, if we

examine attentively, we shall see certain elements in his

psychology which were easily developed into both these

doctrines.
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Can we know tlings as they are ? Descartes and liis

followers suppose that we can : their criterion is the clearness

and distinctness of ideas. Locke said, ' Distinct ideas of the

several sorts of bodies that fall under the examination of our

senses, perhaps we may have ; but adequate ideas I suspect

we have not of any one amongst them.' Ideas, however clear,

are never adequate because they are subjective. But Locke

only went halfway towards the conception of knowledge as

subjective. He did not think that all our ideas were

images, copies of external objects ; but he expressly tauglit^

that our ideas of what he calls primary qualities are rcsem-

tfawces^ what really exists in bodies ; adding, that ' the ideas

pi'oduced in us h^sccondary qualit ies have no resemblances of _.

them at all. There is nothing like our ideas.£3dsting in the

bodies themselves. They are, in the bodies we jenominatg,

from them, only a power to produce those sensations in us.
'

It is remarkable that the last sentence did not lead him to

the conclusion that all the qualities which we perceive in

l)odies are the products of sensations in us ; and that it is we

who attribute to the object-causes of these sensations a form

analogous to their snbject-eflFects. He himselfwarned us ' that

so we may not think (as perhaps usually is done) that they

(ideas) are exactly the images and resemblances of something

inherent in the subject ; most of those of sensation being

in the mind no more the likeness of something existing with-

out us than the names that stand for them are likenesses

of our ideas, which yet upon hearing they are apt to excite

in us.' And elsewhere, ' It being no more impossible to con-

ceive that God should annex such ideas to such motions (i.e.

the motions of objects affecting the senses) with which they

have no similitude than that He should annex the idea of pain

to the motion of a piece of steel dividing our flesh, with

which that idea hath no resemblance.'

From these passages it will be seen how cleai-ly Locke

understood the subjective nature of one portion of our know-

ledge. He did not carry out the application of his prin-

ciples to primary qualities, owing pei'haps to inveterate
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association having too iirmly established the contrary in his

mind. Everyone is willing to admit that colonr, light, heat,

perfnme, taste, etc. are not cJinalitios~rimie~t){7diCs7which are

reiiroduced in ns, b^ simply conditiousofourSenaibility

when ])laced in certain relations with certain bodies. TeT
few are willing to admit—indeed only philosophers (accus-

tomed as they are to undo their constant associations) can

conceive that the primary qualities, viz. extension, solidity,

motion, and number, are other than real qualities of bodies

—copies of which are impressed upon lis. And yet these

qualities are no less subjective than the former. Tliey do

not belong at all to bodies, except as powers to produce in ns

the sensations. Thoy are demonstrably as much the effects

produced in us by objects as the secondary qualities are

;

and the latter everyone admits tfj be the rffcch, and not copies.

Wherein lies the diflerence? wherein the ditticulty of con-

ceiving i>rimary qualities not to belong to bodies? In

this : thejiriinary qualities are the invm-iiih le conditions of

sensation. TiuiZ6imuulJry--4}»a4ffcigg^are the variab le condi-

tions^ We can have no perceution of a body that is not ex-

t(?"dP'^ *^^h;it is not solid (orthe reverse), that is not simple

or complex (numberl. that is not in motion or in rest. J'hese

aEeJnvaiiable conditions. But a body is not necessarily of
any particular colour, taste^^scent^Jicat, or smoothness; it

naa^^be_colourless, tasteless,_8centless. These secondary

qualities are nil Vii.riijl7fp.__ ConsegiieTiily the One set,~being

invariable, have occasioned indissoluble associations in our

minds, so that it is not only impossible for us to imagine a

body, without at the same time imagining it as endowed with

these primary qualities ; but also we are in-esistibly led to

believe that the bodies we perceive do certainly possess those

qualities quite independently of us. Hence it has been said

that t^p flrpntor Himsfilf_nnvil(Tnnt make a body without cx-

t^si0aH^«iM«idiji,body^2i_iHE£551^M: '^^^*^ phrase sliould

be, ' sudi aJipdy it is^mjjiossible for ?>s /-» rmirrlri'.' But our

indissoluble associations are not proofs (j|' uKjcrtive reality.

That we cannot conceive body without extensiun is true;
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but that, because we cannot conceive it, the contrary must

be false is preposterous. All our assertion in this matter

can amount to is that knowledge must be subordinate to the

conditions of our nature. These conditions are not condi-

tions of things, but of our organisations. If we had been

so constituted as that all bodies should affect us with a

sensible degree of warmth, we should have been irresistibly

led to conclude that warmth was a quality inherent in bod}'

;

but because warmth varies with different bodies, some warm,

others cold, there is no indissoluble association formed. And

so of the other qualities.

To return to Locke : he has very well stated the nature of

our knowledge of external things, though he excepts primary

qualities. ' It is evident,' he says^ ' that the bulk, figure

and motion of several bodies about us produce in us several

sensations, as of colours, sounds, tastes, smells, pleasure and

23ain, etc. These mechanical affections of bodies having no

affinity at all with those ideas they produce in us (there

being no conceivable connection between any impulse of any

sort of body, and any perception of a colour or smell which

we find in our minds), we can have no distinct knowledge

of such operations beyond. our experience, and can reason

p^bout them no otherwise than as the effects j)roduced

by an infinitely wise Agent, which perfectly surpass our

comprehensions.'

He shortly after says, ' The things that, as far as our

observation reaches, we constantly find to proceed regulai-ly,

we may conclude do act by a law set them ; but yet by a

law that we know not : whereby, though causes work

steadily, and effects constantly flow from them, yet their

coanections and dependencies being not discoverable in our

ideas, we can have but an experimental knowledge of them.'

Here we have Hume's doctrine of Causation anticipated.

To prove the subjective nature of our knowledge is but

one step towards the great question. The second step, which

it is vulgarly supposed was only taken by Berkeley and

Hume, was also taken by Locke. Hear him. ' Since the
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uiintl in all its thoughts and reasonings hath no otliei"

immediate object but its own ideas, wliich it alone does or

can contemplate, it is evident that our knowledge is only

conversant about them. Knowledge, then, seems to me

nothing but the perception of the connection and agree-

ment, or disagreement and repugnancy, of any one of our

ideas.'

This is the great stronghold of Idealism and Scepticism.

Locke foresaw the use which would be made of it ; and

he stated the problem with remarkable precision. ' It i^

evident that jthe mind knows not things immediately, but

only by the intervention of ideas^iiJiasof them. Our know-

ledge therefore is real onl}' so far as there is a conformity

between our ideas and the reality of things. But what

shall he liere ike criterion ? How shall the mind, when it

perceives nothing but its own ideas, know that they agree ivith

the things themselves ?
'

Thus has he stated the problem which was solved by

Idealism on the one hand, and by Scepticism on the other.

Let us see how it will solve it. Thei-e are jtvvo sorts of ideas,

he says, the^^imj)le_and_thc_.CDjnElex; or, to use more

moderrnanguage, perceptions and conceptions. The first

' must necessarily be the product of things operating on the

mind in a natural way, and producing those perceptions

which by the wisdom and will of our Maker they are

ordained and adapted to. From whence it follows that

simple ideas are not fictions of our fancies, but the natural

and regular productions of things without us really operat-

ing upon us ; and so cany with them all the conformity

wliich is intended, or which our state requires : for they

j;epresftnt thin_n[^3_to_ua^ under those appearances wliich they

are fitted to prfldnee in ns.'
' "

This, though it cuts the Gordian knot of Scepticism, leaves

the question of Idealism unanswered ; indeed we shall see

presently hoAV Berkeley escaped it by affirming that ideas

did not agree with things, there being in truth nothing in

objects but the ideas themselves, nothing answering to ideas,
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since ideas were objects. It is a jjlain and explicit avowal of

the relativity of our knowledge ; of the impossibility of

ever transcending- the sphere of our consciousness and pene-

trating into the essence of things. Complex ideas being

made out of simple ideas, we need not examine their preten-

sions to infallibility. All human certainty is therefore only

a relative certainty. Ideas may be true for us, without

being at all true when considered absolutely. Such is Locke's

position. He stands upon a ledge of rock between two

yawning abysses. He will stand there, and proceed no

further. Why shovild he move when he knows that a single

step will precipitate him into some fathomless gulf ? No
;

he is content with his ledge of rock. ' The notice we have

by our senses,' he says, ' of the existence of things without

us, though it be not altogether so certain as our intuitive

knowledge or the deductions of our reason, employed about

the clear abstract ideas of our own minds
; j-et it is an

assurance that deserves the name of knowledge. If we jier-

suade ourselves that our faculties act and inform us right

concerning the existence of those objects that affect them,

it cannot pass for an ill-grounded confidence ; for I think

nobody can in earnest be so sceptical as to be uncertain

of the existence of those which he sees and feels. At leasf

he that can doubt so far (whatever he may have \vith his own
thoughts) will never have any controversy with me, since

he can never be sure I say anything contrary to his own
opinions. As to myself, I think God has given me assurance

enough as to the existence of things without me ; since by

their different application I can produce in myself both

pleasure and pain, which is one great concernment of my
present state. We cannot act by anything but our faculties

;

nor talk of knowledge but by the help of those faculties which

are fitted to apprehend even what knowledge is.'

Again, anticipating the objection that ' all we see, hear,

feel and taste, think, and do, during om* whole being, is but

the series and deluding appearances of a long dream, and

therefore our knowledge of anything be questioned ; I must
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desire him to consider that, if all bo a dream, then he doth

but dream that makes the question ; and so it is not much

matter that a waking man should answer him. But yet, if

he pleases, he may dream that I make him this answer. That

the certainty of things existing in rerum naturd, when we

have the testimony of our senses for it, is not only as great

as our frame can attain to, but as our condition needs.' This

leaves Idealism unanswered ; but it pronounces Scepticism to

be frivolous :
' for our faculties,' ho continues, ' being not

suited to the full extent of being, nor to a perfect, clear,

comprehensive knowledge of things free from all doubt and

scruple, but to the preservation of us, in whom they are, and

accommodated to the use of life ; they serve our purpose well

enough, if they will but give us certain notice of those things

which are convenient or inconvenient to us.'

That this is very good common-sense everyone will admit.

But it is no answer to Scepticism. Hume, as we shall see

hereafter, proclaimed the very same opinions : but the dif-

ference between him and Locke was that he knew such

opinions had no influence whatever upon the philosophical

question, but simply ujion the practical affairs of life ; whereas

Locke, contenting himself with the practical, disdained to

answer the philosophical question.*

We may sum up the contents of this section by saying that

Locke distinctly enough foresaw the Idealistic and Sceptical

arguments which might be drawn from his principles. Ho
did not draw them, because he thought them frivolous.

Aware that all human certitude could only be relative

certitude—that human knowledge could never embrace the

nature of things, but only the nature of their effects on us

—

he was content with that amount of truth, and ' sat down in

quiet ignorance of those things which are beyond the reach

of our capacities.' The grand aim of the Essay was to prove

that all knowledge is founded on Experience. That proved,

Reid conjectures that 'Locke had a glimpse of the system which Bcrkehy
afterwards advanced, though ho thought proper to suppress it within his own
breast.' Not to suppress, but to disdain it.
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he was aware that Exj^erienee never coiikl be other than

relative—it could only be our experience of things ; and our

experience could be no absolute standard; it could only be a

standard for lis.

§ VI. Locke's Critics.

We cannot leave the great Englishman without adverting

to the tone adopted by many of his critics. This tone has

been anything but considerate. That men should mis-

represent Spinoza, Hobbes, or Hume, is intelligible enough ;

when men are frightened, in their terror they exaggerate

and distort what they see. That they should misrepresent

Kant, Fichte, or Hegel, is also intelligible ; the abstract-

ness of the speculations and the difficulty of the language

are sufficient excuses. But that they should misrepresent

Locke is wholly inexcusable. He was neither an audacious

speculator nor a cloudy writer. His fault was that he

spoke plainly and honestly. He endeavoured to explain

the Chemistry of the Mind (if the metaphor be permis-

sible), renouncing the vague futile dreams of Alchenij'.

All those men who still seek to penetrate impenetrable

mysteries, and refuse to acknowledge the limits of man's

intelligence, treat Locke with the same superb disdain as the

ambitious alchemists ti-eated the early chemists. The tone

in which most modern Frenchmen and Germans speak of

Locke is painful; the tone in which many Englishmen speak

of him is inexcusable.

There is no excuse for not understanding Locke. His

language may be occasionally loose and Avavering, but his

meaning may always be gathered from the context. He had

not the lucidity of Descartes or of Hobbes; but he was

anxious to make himself intelligible, and to this end he

varied his expressions, and stated his meaning in a variety of

forms. He must not be taken literally. No single passage

is to be relied on, unless it be also borne out by the whole

tenour of his speculations. Any person merely ' dipping into

'
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the Ensaij will fiiul jjassages wliicli seem very contradictory

;

any person carefully reading it through will find all clear and

coherent.

The most notorious of Locke's modern critics is Victor

Cousin. He has undertaken an examination and refutation of

all Locke's important positions. The celebrity of his name

and the popular style of his lectures have given great im-

portance to his criticism ; but his criticism is very unfair,

and extremely shallow. We cannot here examine his exami-

nation : a volume would not suffice to expose all his errors.

Let one example of the unfairness, and one of the shallow-

ness, suffice :

—

Speaking of the i)rinciple of reflection, he says :
' In the

first place, remark that Locke here evidently confounds

reflection with consciousness. Eeflection, strictly speaking,

is doubtless a faculty analogous to consciousness, but distinct

from it, and which more particularly belongs to philosophers,

whereas consciousness belongs to every man.'

We answer that, in the first jjlace, so far from its being

evident that Locke confounds reflection with consciousness,

his Avhole Essmj proves the contrary. In the second jjlace,

M. Cousin, using the word reflection in a peculiar sense (viz.

as tantamount to speculation), forces that sense upon Locke,

and thus makes the contradiction ! If M. Cousin had in-

terpreted Locke fairly, he could never have thus ' caught him

on the hiiJ.'

It is quite true that, in the passage quoted by M. Cousin,

the faculty of reflection is limited to the operations of the

mind ; but, as we said, to pin Locke down to any one passage

is unfair ; and his whole Essay proves, in spite of some ill-

worded definitions, that by reflection he meant very much
what is usually meant by it, viz. the activity of the mind

in combining the materials it receives through sense, and

becoming thus a source of ideas.

This leads us to the second example. M. Cousin, wishing

to prove, against Locke, that we have ideas from some other

source besides sensation and reflection, instances the idea of
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sjjace, and examines how it was possible to obtain tluit idea

through sensation and reflection. That the idea of pure space

could not have been obtained through the senses he seems

to think is satisfactorily proved by proving that the idea has

nothing sensuous in it ; that it could not have been obtained

through reflection, because it has nothing to do with the

operations of our understanding, is equally evident to him.

Hence, as both sources fail, he pronounces Locke's account

of the origin of our knowledge ' incomplete and vicious.'

This argi;nient, which extends to several pages, is deemed

by M. Cousin triumphant. Locke indeed says that ' we get

the idea of space both by our sight and touch.' Any
honest inquirer would never quibble upon this—would

never suppose Locke meant to say that space is a sensa-

tlnu. He would understand that Locke nieant to say,

' the idea of space is an abstraction : the primar}' materials

are obtained through our touch and sight.' Locke did

not anticipate any quibbling objection, so did not guard

against it ; but in his exjjlanation of our idea of sub-

stance he has given an analogous case ; although his anta-

gonists have also frequently objected that the idea of sub-

stance never could have been obtained through sense. It

has been thought an irresistible argument against. Locke's

theory : the very fact that we have an idea of substance is

supposed to be sufflcient proof of some other source of know-

ledge than sensation and reflection. This is an example of

how carelessly Locke has been read. He expressly tells us,

in more places than one, that the idea of substance (and by

idea he does not here mean image, but a thought) is an in-

ference grounded upon our experience of external things.

True it is that we perceive nothing but phenomena, but our

minds are so constituted that we are forced to suppose these

phenomena have substances lying underneath them.

' If anyone will examine himself,' he says, ' concerning

his notions of pure substance in genei-al, he will find he has

no other idea of it at all, but only a supposition of he knows

not what support of such qualities which are capable of
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producing simjile ideas in us, wliicli qualities are commonly

called accidents. If anyone should be asked what is the sub-

ject wherein colour or weight inheres, he would have nothing

to say but the solid extended parts ; and if he were demanded

what is it that solidity and extension inhere in : he would not

be in a much better case than the Indian, who, saying that

the world was supported by a great elephant, was asked

what the elephant rested on, to which his answer was, A
great tortoise ; but being again pressed to know what gave

support to the great broad-backed tortoise, replied. Some-

thing, he knew not what.'

The same course of argument will apply to space. M.

Cousin declaims, and brings forward many ai-guments and

illusti-ations, all utterly trivial, to show that the idea of space

could never have been a sensation. A little more attention

in reading the author he attacks would have saved him all

this trouble. Locke never for an instant supposed that the

idea of space could have been a sensa.tion : on the fact that

it could not, he grounds his position that the idea is vague,

and is a mere supposition.

Now let us hear an Englishman, who is also an historian :

—

' We need not spend much time in jjointing out the incon-

sistencies into which Locke fell,' says Dr. Whewell, ' as all

must fall into inconsistencies who recognise no source of

knowledge except the senses.' Let us remark, in the first

place, that it is surely a questionable procedure thus to pass

over so great a man as Locke, whose influence has been

general and lasting, and whose ' inconsistencies ' it behoved

Dr. Whewell, more than most men, to refute, inasmuch as

Locke's principles refute hin whole philosophy. Secondly,

it is a misrepresentation to assert Locke's having recognised

'no source of knowledge except the senses.' Locke did

recognise another source. ' Thus he maintains,' continues

Dr. Whewell, ' that our idea of space is derived from the

senses of sight and touch—our idea of solidity from the

touch alone. Our notion of substance is an unknown sup-

port of unknown qualities, and is illustrated by the Indian
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fable of the tortoise -wliich supports the elephant which

supports the world.'

Space we have already considered in answering M. Cousin.

As to solidity, if the idea be not derived from the sensation,

from whence is it derived ? And as to substance, we must

here again notice a misrepresentation of Locke, who does

not define it as ' an unknown support of unknown qualities,'

but as an unknown support of known qualities : from our

knowledge of the qualities we infer the existence of some

substratum in which they inhere. We are, with respect to

substance, somewhat in the condition of a blind man, who
whenever he moved in a certain direction, should receive a

blow from some revolving wheel. Although unable to see the

wheel, and so understand the cause of pain he received, he

would not hesitate to atti'ibute that cause to something with-

out him. All he could ever know, unassisted, would be

the fact of his being struck when he moved in a certain

direction; he could have no other knowledge of the wheel,

yet he would be quite certain that there was something

besides his pain, and that unknown something would stand

to him in a relation somewhat similar to that in which the

unknown support of known accidents of bodies stands to us.

This is Locke's meaning.

' Our notion of power or cause,' continues the historian,

' is in like manner got from the senses : and yet, though

these ideas are thus mere fragments of our experience,

Locke does not hesitate to ascribe to them necessity and

luiiversality when they occur in propositions. Thus he

maintains the necessary truth of geometrical properties ; he

asserts that the resistance arising from solidity is absolutely

insurmountable ; he conceives that nothing short of Omni-

potence can annihilate a particle of matter ; and he has

no misgivings in arguing upon the axiom that everything

must have a cause. He does not perceive that, upon his own
account of the origin of our knowledge, we can have no

right to make any of these assertions. If our knowledge of

the truths which concern the external woi'ld were wholly
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derived from experience, all that we could venture to say

^vould be that geometrical properties of figures are true as

far as ive have tried them ; that we have seen no example of a

solid bod}' being reduced to occuj)y less space by pressure, or

of a material substance annihilated by natural means ; and

that, ivherever wi have examined, we have found that every

change has had a cause.'

This is only one among many instances of Dr. Whewell's

want of accurate interpretation of Locke. The fallacy on

which his argument rests, we shall examine at some length

when we come to treat of Kant. Meanwhile let the follow-

ing passage prove that Locke did not hesitate to ascribe

necessity and universality to cei-tain ideas when they ' occur

in propositions,' but very clearly explained the nature of this

necessity in a masterly passage :
' There is one sort of pro-

positions concerning the existence of anything answerable to

such an idea ; as having the idea of an elephant, phoenix,

motion, or angle, in my mind, the first and natural inquiry

is whether such a thing does anywhere exist. And this

knowledge is only of particulars. No existence of anything

without us, except God, can certaiidy be known further tliau

our senses inform us.

' There is another sort of pi'opositions, wherein is expressed

the agreement or disagreement of our abstract ideas and their

dependence on one another. Suchpropositions may be universal

and certain. So, having the idea of God and of myself, of

fear and obedience, I cannot but be sure that God is to be

feared and obeyed by me : and this proposition will be certain

concerning man in general, if I have made an abstract idea

of such species whereof I am one particular. But yet this

proposition, how certain soever, that men ought to fear and

obey God, proves not to me the existence of men in the

world, but ivill be true of all such creatures wherever they do

exist : which certainty of such general propositions depends

on the agreement or disagreement to be discovered in those

abstract ideas. Li the former case our knowledge is the

consequence of the existence of things pi-oducing ideas in
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our minds by oiir senses ; in the latter, knowledge is the con-

sequence of the ideas (be they what they will) that are in our

minds producing their general certain propositions.

' Many of these are called aeternoe veritates ; and all of them

indeed are so ; not from being written in the minds of all

men, or that they were any of them propositions in anyone's

mind till he, having got the abstract ideas, joined or separated

them by affirmation or negation. But wheresoever we can

suppose such a creature as man is endowed with such

faculties, and thereby furnished with such ideas as we have,

we must conclude he must needs, when he applies his thoughts

to the consideration of his ideas, know the truth of certain

propositions that will arise from the agreement or disagree-

ment which he will perceive in his own ideas. Such pro-

positions therefore are called eternal truths, not because they

are eternal propositions actually formed and antecedent to

the understanding that makes them ; nor because they are

imprinted on the mind from any jmtterns that are anywhere

of them out of the mind and existed before ; but because

being once made about abstract ideas so as to be true, they

will, whenever they can be supposed to be made again at any

time by a mind having those ideas, always actually be true.'*

This passage is sufficient to exonerate him from the charge

of inconsistency ; sufficient also, we believe, to show the

error of Dr. Whewell's own conception of the necessity of

certain truths.

The foregoing are samples of the style in which the great

master is spoken of by his most modern critics. Let them

be siifficient warning to the reader of what he is to expect

from the partisans of the reaction against Locke, and his

followers ; and stimulate him to the careful study of that

aiithor who ' professes no more than to lay down, candidly

and freely, his own conjectures concerning a subject lying

somewhat in the dark, without any other design than an

unbiassed inquiry after truth.'

» Essai/, book iv. eh. xi. §§ 13, 14.
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LEinyiTZ.

LEIBNITZ was a variously accomplished man, wliose

immense activity made itself conspicuous in many
directions.

While Locke was doing his utmost to destroy Ontology by

a psychological proof of the relativity of knowledge, his great

critic endeavoured to place Ontology on a scientific basis. He
constructed a scheme from logical principles, accepted a priori.

The principle of Contradiction, the principle of Sufficient

Reason, the principle of Final Cause, the principle of Agree-

ment [cotn-aiicntia), were all, so to S2)eak, derived from the a

priori notions of the wisdom and goodness of God. Among the

infinitude of possibilities, God, being good, must have chosen

that which is best. And what is best ? That which presents

the most perfect order and harmony. The basis of all

philosophy, therefore, will be the conviction that whatever is

is for the best ; that everything is good, harmonious, and

beautiful. ' On voit par la comment la veritable physique

doit etre puisee cffectivement a la source des perfections

divines.' Philosophy is a Theodicy.

One seems in such passages to hear the murmur of the

schools of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. Leibnitz

indeed was a strayed scholastic ; and although he investigated

scientific problems, he was inspired by the metaphysical

spirit. He may be regarded as the chief of the German
School, and the illustrious supporter of that union between

Philosophy and Theology, which it is the sjjecial effort (let us

add the special glory) of modern Thought to have separated.
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While froTii Biicon and Descartes downwards there has been

the avowed aim of reconstructing a theory of the universe

without the aid of Theology, and with the aid of Science,

Leibnitz may be called the leader of those who have en-

deavoured to reconcile Science with Theology ; modern
Philosophy has risen against Scholasticism and its Method,

as against a disastrous despotism, Liebnitz avowed his

sympathy with Scholasticism, and his efforts to restore it

under better auspices; modern Science has aimed at con-

structing such Metaphysics as it required from the data and

conclusions of Physics, Leibnitz aimed at the construction

of Physics from the data and conclusions of Metaphysics.

In one word, while the a posteriori Method has come more

and more into favour, Leibnitz remains a most vigorous

and unhesitating advocate of the a priori Method. The two

fundamental conceptions of Monads, as the unities of Matter

and Form, and of Pre-established Harmony between the inner

and outer worlds, are the metaphysical and theological con-

ceptions to which his d priori Method led him. His starting

point is that of Final Cause (Plan,) which includes within it,

or so to speak, engenders. Causality, i.e. efficient cause.

Thus the physical world depends on the moral world

;

Physics on Metaphysics ;
plienomena on Order ; reality on

Thought. This scheme of Idealism, which may be regarded

as a prefiguration of the Absolute Idealisjn of Hegel, we
may trace either as a dediiction from his conception of

Final Cause {Zwechbegriff) , ov upwards from his conception of

Matter and Force. The latter coui-se will be followed here.

Let us begin with the problem of Substance.

Descartes and Spinoza had both assumed that the essence

of Substance consisted in Extension. Leibnitz victoriously

argued that Extension alone was incompetent to explain all

the characters of Substance. If we admit that there is no

body which has not Extension, this by no means carries the

conclusion that bodies are nothing but Extension ; whereas

on the contrary from the admission of Substance as Force

we conclude the existence of Extension. Bodies are not

VOL. II. T
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simple magiiitiules, or elso geometry woxilcl be the whole of

science. In the concept of Substance there is implied that

of Motion, which is not deducible from magnitude. Hence

it is necessary to mount to a higher metaphysical conception

which will embrace all physics—the conception of Force.*

Further, while it is impossible to conceive Substance fully

and clearly except as Force, it is equally impossible to form

a figurative conception of Force ; which is manifested to us

in its effects, not in itself. We can demonstrate its action by

mathematical rules ; but what it is, we cannot demonstrate

by mathematics or exiierimeut. No analysis discloses this

fountain of all activity', so that we can say, Here is Force, as

the mathematician says. Here is a Cii'cle ; or the physicist

says. Here is a Vibration. Why is this? Because Force is not

a physical, but a metaphysical notion.

f

Thus is Force made to absorb Substance, and appear in its

true character as Spirit. It belongs to the essence of Soul.

Its cardinal qualities, by which alone we can define it, are

Indivisibility, Simplicity, Originality and Immortality ; which

qualities though not sensible arc deducible, and are thus

deduced :—Force caTinot be divisible, because divisibility bo-

longs to Extension, and Extension alone is not Force. Only

the extended is divisible ; therefore Force, as unextended,

is indivisible. J Force must be simple, because only that

which is divisible, consisting of parts, can be complex.

Force must be original, primitive, and eternal, because only

that which is composite can arise, and only that which

arises can pass away.

Leibnitz having thus got his metaphysical standing-point,

was enabled to survey jjlienomena, and see in them a

multiple of existent Forces, or Souls, which he called

Monads. They are the time unities {verce unilates), each

preserving its individuality indestructible. He calls them

* Leibnitz: Opera PhUosophica, cd. Eudmann, pp. 112-4.

t Opera, pp. 155-6.

} This argument halts. Force is conccivrd as variable, and is admitted to he

now greater, now less ; here the element of Magnitude is pre-supposed.
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metaphysical points, to distin^^uisb tliein from the physical

and 'mathematical points : the physical having magnitude

because they are extended ; the mathematical having indeed

no magnitude, but having no reality.* The Monads ar6

thus distinguishable from atoms, which indeed are only

smaller corpuscles. ' Pour trouver ces unites reelles,' he says,

'je fus contraint de recourir a un atome formel, puisqu'un

etre materiel ne savirait ctre en meme temps materiel et

parfaitement indivisible, ou doue d'une veritable unite.' t

The derivation of a material universe from spiritual Forces
,

is thus effected :—The monad, as a spiritual existence, is

penetrable, for spirit is capable of receiving all forms within

it ; but as a material existence the monad is impenetrable,

nay, its materiality consists in this very impenetrability

;

and this impenetrability, again, is only the expression of thel

individuality of the monad. As an individual it is exclusive^ i

limited ; the exclusion and limitation arise from the co-

existence of independent monads, each exerting its force.
,

One limits the other; one excludes the other. Matter is

thus the necessary consequence of Force—its manifested

energy. It is the vis rcsistendi—quod penetranti resistit.

Force has tvro_aspects, active htkI pi»g':iv^ The jjassive is

what Keppler and his successors name vis inertiw, and is by

Leibnitz called materia prima ; from this Density or Masj^_

which he calls materia secunda, is derived. The active force,

on the other hand, is thesoul of matter—the impulse of its

movement. This impulse, or inborn appetite, realizes itself

as extended Matter. In itself Force is not extended, nor

can Matter be said to consist in extension, but in the need

for extension, extensionis exicjentia ; which need is innate in

Force, as the need for Representation is innate in Mental

* ' On les pourrait ^ipe]ei paints 7iii/riphi/siqiics : ilsont qiidqw chose de vital, et

line espi-ce Aeixrccptlon, et les points mathematiques sont lour point de vue pour pxpri-

mer I'univers. . . . Ainsi les points physiques ne sont indivisibles_^Vnapp:ircncej

les points matliematiques sont exacts, mais cb ne sont que des modalites : il n'y a

que les points mi'taphysiques on de substance, constitues par les formes ou limes,

qui soient exacts et r&'ls.' St/steme nouveau, § 11, Opera, p. 126.

t Loe. rit. 124.

T 2
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Force. 'L'etendue est la diffusion de cette qualite on

nature : par exeniple, dans le lait il y a une etendue ou

diffusion de la blanclieur, dans le corps en general une

etendue ou diffusion de Vantifiipie ou de la niaterialite.'

But the material side of the monad is only one aspect of

Force. We should err as grossly in considering monads to

be onlj' dynamic bodies, as in considering them to be only

forces without material limits and differences. Force is

active no less than passive. Active Force is that which

acts from itself, spontaneously, inalterably. It is self-

moved, not moveable ; self-divided, not divisible. It con-

stitutes the Form ; the Substantial Form ; the^ Entelechy : in

one word the soul.*

Matter is thus the oxterniility of Mind, the manifestation

of Force, the Phenomenon of Spirit. Aware of the equivo-

cal ness of the word Spirit, es2)ecially in conjunction with

Soul, Leibnitz warns us against the supposition of it as

something intdlitjent ; he uses the word as expressing the

Form or Monad, which has by nature a kind of striving, or

ajipetency, and percciilion ; he distinguishes it from the

superior souls, the intelligent and human, which must not

be sought everywhere.t Appctilus is what we call tendency,

agendi connlus. PcrcepAlo is the repreitentative faculty, repre-

Hentatio variationis externce in interna, the expression of the

many in the one. J But these i)Owers only rise to intelligence

and consciousness in Man. Nature is an unc""g^i'^"g Hft^^

Evolving Matter from Force, he got rid of the old Dualism

of Matter and Mind as two independent existences ; and

with it the insoluble difficulty of how Matter could act upon

Mind ; how two things separated by the whole diameter of

being, could come into union j'et remain distinct.

Malebranche § tried to solve it by the once famous hypo-

* ' Et tale principium appellamus substantiale, item vim primitivam, ivrfKfxtiay

tJjv -irpdyrTiv, uno nomine animam, quod actinim cum passivo conjunctum substau-

tiam compleiam constituit.' Opera, p. 463.

t De ipsa Natura, § 12, Opera, p. 1.58. } Opera, pp. 438, 464.

§ Malebrinche : Etcherche de la Verite, lib. vi. cli. 3. Comp. Descaktes,

Priiicip. phil. ii. § 3G.
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tliesis of ' occasioual causes ' :—We see all things in God

;

and it is God who produces sensations in us coincident with

the movements of bodies ; or vice versa produces movements

in bodies coincident with our volitions.

Leibnitz also saw the difficulty, but objected to the expla-

nation of ' occasional causes,' because it involved a perpetual

miracle. Why a perpetual miracle should be rejected, he did

not make clear ; still less did he show wherein his favour-

ite hypothesis of a Pre-established Harmony surpasses the

philosophic value of Occasional Causes : the two only differ as

a constant and a constantly-renewed action of the deity ; what

in the one conception is the fluent motion of God's agency,

is in the other conception crystallised into preordained Plan.

Impressions on the body were supposed to create sensa-

tions in the mind ; but how ? Leibnitz* denied the fact

;

declared that sensations came from within, and were only in

harmony with external objects ; declared that body and

mind were so adjusted that they were like two unconnected

clocks, so constructed that the instant one strikes the hour,

the other strikes it.f ' I cannot help coming to this notion,'

he says, ' that God created the soul in such a manner at fu-st

that it should represerd within itself all the simultaneous

changes in the body; and that He has made the body also iu

such a manner as that it must of itself do what the soul

wills : so that the laws which make the thoughts of the soul

follow each other in regular succession must produce images

which shall be coincident with the impressions made by ex-

ternal objects upon our organs of sense ; while the laws by

which the motions of the body follow each other are like-

wise so coincident with the thoughts of the soul as to give to

our volitions and actions the very same appearance as if the

latter were really the natural and the necessary consequence

of the former.'

* Thkodkie, i. 65.

t Dr. Willis in his Life of Spinoza (1870), p. 139, declares the passage in the

text to be inexact, addiug that Leibnitz speaks of one clock not two. If my critic

will turn to Opera, pp. 130, 134, and 430, he may satisfy himself that Leibnitz

very distinctly says :
' Figurez-vous deux horloges ou deux moutres,' &e.
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The Pre-establisbcd Ilarmoiiy hypotliesis lias carried the

name of Leibnitz far and wide (on the breath of Laughter

mostly), and made him known to thousands who would never

otherwise have hoard of him. Kuno Fischer is, I believe,

the first writer who has seen this hypothesis in its true

light, namely, as a presentation of Leibnitz's metaphysical

conception of the world in a popularly intelligible aspect.

The two clocks figured the two aspects of the one existence,

which Philosoph}-, no less than Common Opinion, held to

be not one, but two disparate existences. Matter and Mind

wei'e conceived as two, even by Spinoza, though he regarded

them only as Attributes of the one Substance. Leibnitz

had to show how these opposites could unite ; and taking

his stand on the common ground, regarding them as oppo-

sites, he said their agreement or union could only be con-

ceived as resulting from influx, assistance, or pre-established

harmony. These three conceptiojis he illustrated by sup-

posing two indeiiendeut clocks which should perfectly accord :

1st. Because, as in the experiment of Huygens, the vibra-

tions of the one influenced those of the other ; 2nd. Because

an attendant vigilantly rectified any deviation which might

occur, and so kept the two in agreement. 3rd. Because the

clocks were from the first so constructed that the action of

each would exactly correspond with the action of the other.

The first supposition was untenable, because for an influxus

2)hysicui>, it would be necessary that the particles should

pass from one to another. The second was untenable because

it required a perpetual interference—a perpetual miracle.

Only the third supposition therefore remained, namely, that

' Dieu a fait des le commencement chacune de ces deux sub-

stances de telle nature qu'en ne suivant que ses propres loix

qu'elle a revues avec son etre, elle s'accorde pourtant avec

I'autre, tout comme s'il y avoit une influence mutuelle, ou

comme si Dieu y mettoit toujours la main au-dela de son

concours general.'

The attentive reader will remark that the hypothesis of

mutual influence by no means requires that the material
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particles of tlie one sLoukl pass over to the other, as Leib-

nitz assumes ; it only requires that the motions of the

particles should be rhythmic and communicable. But Leib-

nitz had in his e3'e the old hypothesis of sensible species,

images, eidola, detaching tlieniselves- from objects, and en-

tering the mind, lie denied that the atoms could penetrate

each other ; figuratively declaring that the}' had ' no win-

dows through which an entrance could be made.' The

limits of individuality were opposed to all physical influx.

It should be observed that Leibnitz, who denied— and T

think rightly denied—the generally accepted idea of the

communication of Motion from without, may have denied the

explanation of Huygens that the vibrations of one clock

were communicated to the other, each clock having only its

own motions. On this ground he would have ojjposed the

influence of Motion as he opposed the influx of particles.

' Accidents cannot detach themselves and walk out of sub-

stances, as the scholastics formerly imagined.' But unless

he had also denied that motions could be compounded, as

atoms could be aggregated, he would have had no solid

reason for the denial of mutual influence.

The reader will further observe another difficulty. If, as

Leibnitz maintains, the monad is at once hoth soul and body,

force and matter, there needs neither ' influence ' nor ' plan '

!

to account for their harmony. The movements of Matter are

but the objective side of the movements of Mind. There is

no harmony, for there are not two existences to harmonise.

Here Kuno Fischer's suggestion that the ' Pre-established '

hypothesis was only a pedagogic illustration, and that the

relation between Soul and Body was by him treated as an
j

anthropological not as a metaphysical question, finds its

;

strongest support. Nevertheless we have still to reconcile

the many passages in which the existence of tivo disconnected

spheres, that of Mind and that of Body, harmonised in their

movements, is expressly maintained :
' que cette corresjjon-

dance sert a explic]uer la communication des substances et

I'union de I'ame avec le corps par Ics loix de la nature.' In
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reply to Toucher's objection that the harmony renders Matter

superfluous, he says : God has willed that there should be

many substances, and ' il a trouve bon que les modifications

de Tame repondissent a quelqiie chose de dehors.' * And he

confesses that bis illustration of the two disconnected clocks,

was to prove the communication between 'deux substances aussi

diferentcs que Vdme et le corps.'f The harmony results because

the movement of external things following their own special

laws, coincides with the movement of the soul, which has

equally its special laws. ' The first difficulty consists in this

question, are the two substances which accord made for each

other? I answer, yes, since if they accord, God has made

them so.'J

The discrepancy is reconciled if we adopt Fischer's sugges-

tion, that in these, and all other passages, in which Leibnitz

speaks of Matter and Mind as two Substances, or as two dis-

connected spheres, he is only accommodating himself to popu-

lar language. Although I do not remember any express

indication of such a compliance, in this particular case, there

are several places in which he saj's that in spile of Coperni-

cus we still speak of the ' sun rising and setting ;' and there

can be no sort of doubt that he refused to regard either

Matter or Mind as substances at all : their supposed oppo-

sition vanishes under the light of the Principle of Continuity,

which dissolves all difiFerenee.

Every monad is at once body and soul, a besouled body, a

living machine, a complex of active and passive Forces. The

active Force is living, spontaneous, jilanning ; the passive is

moveable, mechanical, efficient. The relation of soul to

bod}' is the relation of an aim to its execution—of a plan to

the movements which realise it. Leibnitz thus, as Fischer

remarks, rejjroduces Aristotle, Plato, and Pythagoras : after

Aristotle he makes the soul the final cause or Entelechy of

the body ; after Plato its Form or Idea ; after Pythagoras its

harmony. We must not therefore say there is harmony

* Opera, pp. 131, 132. f Ibid. p. 13.3. } IbiJ. p. irs.
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between soul and body, as if these were two, but the soul is

the harmony of the body.*

We must now consider the fundamental conception which

may be said to animate the whole of this philosophy, that

of Final Cause. In our Prolegomena, § 50, and vol. I. p. 317,

we have discussed this conception of Plan, which, instead of

regarding a resultant as a resultant, regards it as a directing

guide. The end which we see achieved, is detached from its

historic moments and erected into a pre-existent aim. The

idea we thus form of an event is supposed to have engendered

the event. Referring the reader to this discussion, we will

ask him on returning from it to consider the arguments by

which Leibnitz upholds the Final Causes so energetically

denounced by Bacon, Descartes, and Spinoza.

He does not, as less subtle advocates of this cause often do,

fall into the absurdity of making the Plan something ex-

ternal, as it is in Art. The Final Cause is not independent

of the means, but includes and engenders them. Ai't can

only execute its Plan by bringing together foreign materials,

Nature incarnates her Plan in the material. Thus the

sculptor realises his idea of Hercules in marble, but it is a

dead Hercules. Nature realises her idea in the living

Hercules—the soul incorporates itself. The soid is thus the

Plan of the body in a double sense, namely, as a conditionl

and a perfection, as a possibility and an actuality. It first

exists as a simple disposition—the possibility of being. This

disposition includes,—and including engenders,—the indivi-

dual. Every monad is an individual that evolves itself. The

evolution is conformable to plan, because the efficient or

mechanical causes are under the inspiration and guidance'

of spiritual spontaneous activity. The body acts as corporeal,

that is, as mechanical, but its motive is teleological.

Thus efficient causes are related to final causes, as

Machinery to Life, as passive to active forces. Soul and

body are not two different essences, but the two primitive

* KuNO Fischer: Gcschichtc dcr nmrcn Philosophic, 18fi7, ii. 391.
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forces constituting: ever)- monad. And jnst as the soul and

body form an Individual, so the spiritual and corjioreal

worlds are not different worlds but an Universe or Cosmos.*

It is on these grounds that Leibnitz places the conception

of Plan in the supreme position, using it ' not only as of

advantage to Morality and Religion, but also as an organon

of physical discovery. 't

Thus armed, Leibnitz maintains the embryological doctrine

(which Aristotle had satisfactorily refutodj) of Preformation,

or Pre-existence ; a doctrine which sets forth that the oak is

contained in the acorn, the man iu the ovum, ' et que sa

generation apiiarente u'est que dvvcloppement, et une espece

d'augmcutation.' ' Les experiences de notre temps nous

portent a croire que lea iimes et meme les animaux ont

toujours exists, quoiqu'en petit volume.' § It is unnecessary

now-a-days to refute this hypothesis ; our interest in it is its

necessary position in his scheme, and the sort of countenance

it gave to his conception of Plan as the supreme condition :

for this is the true description of Plan ; efficient causes are

the material conditions of an effect, but over and above these

there is the supreme (spiritual) condition, which is Plan.

Two points deserve notice here: 1st, that Leibnitz has

succeeded where Hewel_failedj_naniely, in finding a First

Principle which contained within itselTLtluj -necesaity_fif

development ; 2nd, that the resolution of this PrincipleJuto

an Idea was also effected without breach of continuity, so

that Idealism may be said to have its metapiiysical_gerin_in

the definition of Foi'ce.

I. Develo})ment.—The monad is a self-develoi>ing force

;

were it merely passive, it would have material extension, but

• Krso FiscHKH, hcTO (p. 399), notices and refutes the idea that the Pro-cstab-

lishe<l Harmony is borrowed from Spinoza ; he sliows the radical opposition of tho

two thinkers.

t ' Non tantum prodesse ad rirtutetn ct pietatem in Ethica et Theologia natu-

rali sed etiam in ipsa Physica ad ioTeniendum et detegendum abditas reritatcs.'

Opera, p. 1.55.

I Conf. my Aris/oUe: a chapterfrom Ike history of Science, pp. 352-9.

§ Opera, 12.5, 179; conf. De Anima lirutorum, § xi.
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no change ; being, liowever, active, no less than passive, it has

within it the pi-inciple of change.* Moreover, the activity is

imi^lied in the passivity, as an inseparable correlate :
' tout

ce qui patit doit agir reciproquement, et tout ce qui agit doit

patir quclque reaction. 'f The activity is internal, since no

external cause can influence or penetrate it.j: All these

changes, issuing from vyithin, form a series which was virtu-

ally pre-existent, and might have been foreseen by superior

intelligence. § For we must not suppose that the individual

is the sum of these changes, their product, it is rather their

metaphysical unity, or siiliject. Herein we have the explana-

tion of that obscure passage respecting specification which

runs thus :
' Mais il faut aussi qu'outre le principe du change-

ment [active force] il y ait un detail de ce qui change, qui fasse

pour ainsi dire la specification et la variete des substances

simples.'
II

What is this ' detail de ce qui change?' It is, as

Kuno Fischer says, the subject of change, the special peculi-

arity of the monad. ' Ce detail,' adds Leibnitz, ' doit envelop-

per une multitude dans I'unite, car tout changement naturel

se faisant par degres, quelque chose change et quelque chose reste,
\

et par consequent il faut que dans la substance simple il y
ait une pluralite d'affections et de rapports, quoiqu'il n'y

en ait point de parties.'

TI. The Idea. The passage just cited, which has puzzled

many students, will explain for us that resolution of the

* ' Differt enim vis activa a potentia nuda Tulgo scholis cognita, quod potent ia

activa scholasticorum, seu facultas, Diliil aliud est qiiam propinqua agendi possi-

bilitas, qufe tamen alieiia excitatione, et velut stimido indiget, ut iu actum frans-

feratur. Sed vis aetira actum quendam sive ivreKex^"^" continet, atque inter

facultatem agendi actionemque ipsam media est et conatum involvit ; atque ita per

se ipsam in operationem fertur ; nee auxiliis iudiget, sed sola sublatione impccli-

monti.' Dc primsphilosophic emendatione. Opera, ^.122.

t 8ur Fesscnce du corps. Opera, p. 113.

I Monadologie, § 11.

§ ' Que ehacune de ees substances contient dans sa nature legem contiimationis

scriei siiarum operationum, et tout ce qui lui est arrive et arrivera.' Lettre a

Amauld: Op. 107. ' Et comme tout present ^tat d'une substance simple est

nafurellement une suite de son ^tat pr&edent, tellement que le prfeent est gros

de I'avenir.' Monadologie, § 22 : Oj). 706.

II
Monadologie, § 12.
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monad itself into an Idea which has also been regarded as

unintelligible. Fii'st note that the active Subject—the detail

de ce qui c/iajif/c^comprises multiplicity in unity. Next note

that Perception is defined the ' expression of multiplicity in

unity.' Theu add that the multiple changes which exist pre-

formed in the monad, exist ideally, not materially, and that

the soul has a jirevision of the future rather than actual com-

prehension of it. Crown all by the definition of the vis represen-

tiva, as the power of making present, and you have the

whole scheme before you : the entelechie or active force is a

representative force^' habet variationem internam secundum

quam etiam variantur actiones externse ; sed perceptio nihil

aliud est quam ilia ipsa repraesentatio variationis externa; in

interna.'* The representative nature is elsewhere declared

to be the power possessed by the monad of expressing the

relations of external objects to it, which power was bestowed

on it at its creation, and constitutes its individuality ; each

represents exactly the whole universe from its own point of

view ; and the perceptions or expressions of external objects

arising in the soul in virtue of her own laws, as if in a world

apart, t

Thus the existence of Motion iniplies an antecedent Active

Force. This, in turn, implies an Aim or Plan, since the

I
action must have a direction. Plan, in turn, implies Intel-

ligence. Thus the primitive conception of Force is resolved

into Eepresentation—and Things are representative repre-

sentations.

In this ' evolution of the Idea ' we must, however, dis-

tinguish the grades, and not confound the unconscious per-

ception of inferior monads with the conscious perception of

higher monads ; animals, plants, and minerals are all inces-

santly guided by the immanent Plan, the active final cause
;

they all represent the objects in relation to them ; but they

are not conscious of their aim, they do not know the repre-

sentations. Man alone (unless there be higher beings, which

• De Anima Bnitorum, § viii. Opera, 464.

t Si/sUmc nouveaif, § 14. Ofcra, p. 127.
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leibnitz thinks a necessary deduction from the Law of

Continuity) has true knowledge. This assumption of a

special endowment for Man, while it gets rid of the objec-

tionable anthropomorphism which seemed to identify cosmical

phenomena with human phenomena, and made the mineral

intelligent, though intelligent at a lower power, is open to

the twofold objection that it is a breach in the Law of

Continuity, and that it is opposed to the very Law of Analogy

which Leibnitz invokes as its basis. If man has a represen-
j

tative power which is analogous to that of animals, plants,

and minerals, his intellect may be higher than theirs, but

must be of the same nature, diifering solely in degree. And
this is the opinion held by Leibnitz when treating of the

Cosmos. He forsakes it when treating specially of Psychology,

and notably in his polemic against Locke.*

Unless we identify the Active Force in Things with Re-

presentations, we cannot adopt his ideal hypothesis ; and if

we identify them, we must pursue the analogy, and declare

that minerals as well as men have not only perceptions and

desires, but conceptions, ratiocinations, terrors, pains, and

pleasures. The latter conclusion is absurd, and is repiudiated

in advance by him; but his important distinction of Per-

ception and Apperception—Unconscious and Conscious states

will not save the fundamental isosition. For of two things,

one : either the Law of Continuity is absolute, and there

can only be variations of degree ; or the Law is relative,

and variations of degree, at certain stages, suddenly start

into variations of kind. The first supposition anthropomor-

phizes the Cosmos. The second supposition admits the

special character of Humanity, the exclusive nature of the

human soul, but withdraws from the Cosmos that immanent

Intelligence which it was the piirpose of Leibnitz to prove.

* ' On pourroit se servir d'lui mot plus g^n^ral que celui de pensee, savoirde

colui de perception, en n'attribuiuit la pensee qu'aux esprits, au lieu que la percep-

tiuu appurtient a toutes les Entelechies. Mais je ne venx pourtant contestcr a

pcrsonne la liberte de prendre le tcrme de pensee dans la nieme gineralitd.'

—

Nou-

vcaux Essais : Opera, p. 268.
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Here as throughout he is misguided by the principle of

virtual existence.

The fact is Leibnitz was phiced in the unpleasant dilemma of

assimilating Man to animals, and through these to plants, and

through these again to minerals, or else of relinquishing his

fundamental positions. He endeavoured to escape by assign-

ing sensible representation to animals, denying them thoiujht.

Their perceptive jjower enables them to feel, but not to know;

their representations remain impressions, do not become ob-

jects. Theirjudgments are memories, never notions ; memories

combining sensible experiences, not causal intuitions. The

dog remembers the pain inflicted by the sticlc ; he does not

dread the stick because he knows from causality that it must

pain him if it strike him ; he dreads it because it has pained
!|

him.* Man alone has the power of ratiocination. The a,

priori princii)les by which his reason is guided are innate.

They form the primitive nature of Mind. The origin of

knowledge therefore must not be sought in Experience, but

in these preformed, pre-existeiit Ideas which constitute the

Mind— not, indeed, according to the vulgar liypothesis which

Locke opposed, pre-existent as actual, but as virtual—
potential—called into actuality through Experience. They
form the MJiconscious groundwork of the Mind ; and Locke

confounds innate with known, when he argues against them.

In so arguing Locke suppresses the important distinction

between potential and actual, and implies that Force does

not exist where it is not manifested.

All thus turns upon the Aristotelian distinction of virtual

and actual. But even this will not give us the necessary

deduction of Mind as a special endowment of Man. Tin'

distinction fa);rtw7^enrMaTT-aMul Anhnnl is asserted, not deduced.

Leibnitz consents to class souls apart, asTnonadT that have '

memory added to perception and appetency ; and on similar

grounds he classes minds apart, as monads that add to

memorj- 'the knowledge of necessary and eternal truths.'

t

* De Anima Brntorum. Moniidvlor/ie. Frivcipcs dc la Nature tt th. la Grace.

t Moiiadvlogir, § '''J. rrimipis dc la Aaturc, § 0.
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But this addition he assumes. It is a consequence of a kind

of ' election,' through which the animal soul is raised to the

pi'erogative of ra,tional souls. The a.nimal soul mirrors the

imiverse and its creatures, but the rational soul mirrors

Divinity itself, the author of nature, and is ' not only capable

of knowing the universe, but in some sort of creating one

for itself, each mind being a small deity in its own depart-

ment.'* If we accept his assertion that in animals and

plants the perceptions are unconscious, whereas in man they

are conscious—perception being ' the internal state of the

monad, representing external things,' and conscience, or

apperception, being ' the reflective knowledge of that internal

state,' t we may thereby save the Law of Continuity from

any breach. But obviously this assertion is whollj' destitute

of proof; and if the Law of Analogy obliges us to regard the

ac*^ivity of animals, plants, and minerals as perceptions, and

intelligently guided, we require some stringent proof before

admitting that the activity of Man, or any special grouj) of

his activities, has the supreme prerogative of judgment by

Causality, the supreme prerogative of Innate Ideas. The

central monad, which in Man is Mind, and in the Animal or

Plant is only Soul, must differ only in degree, not in kind, if

the Law of Continviity holds good. Leibnitz indeed says

that ' there is an infinity of degrees among monads, some of

them more or less dominant over the others.' % And if God
is the monns monadiim, so in a smaller sphere may the Mind
be a monas monadum.

Modern Biology presents us with an illustration of the

Monadology, in its conception of the Organism as constituted

by an infinite number of cells, each cell having an indepen-

dent life of its own,—origin, development, and death. The
compound result of all these separate lives is the Life of

the Organism. There is a school of biologists which holds

that the Life of the Organism is not the sum of these cells,

but that over and above these cells and their lives, there is a

* Mukadoli'f/ic, § 82. f r>\ncij3cs dc la Kai'irc, § 4. } Loc. cit.
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Vital Princiijle wliich fj^uides their forces in accordance with

its nature. For this Yital Priuciijle a Leibnitzian might

substitute a Central Cell, primitively distinguished from all

suborduiate cells by forces of a liigher reach, yet in all other

essential resj)ects analogous to the subordinate cells.

I must not dwell longer on these metaphysical hypotheses

;

and I have dwelt so long on them, mainly as a preparation

for the understanding of German Philosophy, which they in

a great measure ins2)ired. As a help to the student the

following remai'k ma}' be added. The whole speculations of

Leibnitz may be regarded as iUustrafio7>s of the conception of

Plan (P'uial Cause) evolving itself through the Law of Con-

tinuity, hij means ofan immanent FolarHy. The polarities, or

necessary correlates, are Active and Passive, Aim and Means,

Force and Extension, Spontaneity and Causality, Living

Mechanism and Causal Mechanism, Form and Matter, Soul

and Body, Ideal and Actual, Conscious and Unconscious.

In this list the first of each couple corresponds with all the

other firsts, and the second with all the other seconds.

Quitting this region of Metaphysics we must now pass to

that of Psychology, at least in relation to the criticism of

Locke which forms one of his three capital works. The
Nouveaux Essais were not published tiU many years after his

death, and are not included in the edition by M. Dutens. The
work was unknown to Dugald Stewart ; and this fact will ex-

plain a passage in his Dissertation, Avhere he says that Leibnitz

always speaks coldly of Locke's Essay, This is inexact. In

the brief Reflexions sur VEssai,* he speaks with evident

admii-ation, and marks his dissent firmly yet without acrimony

or superciliousness ; admitting that Locke had good reason

for opposing the prejudices current respecting innate ideas.

And in the Nouveaux Essais he treats his great adversary with

due respect, in the preface speaking of him with eulogy.

' The Essay concerning Human Understanding, written by an

* Opera, p. 1 3G.
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illustrious Euglishmau, being one of the finest and most

esteemed works of our time, I have resolved to make some

comments on it. . . . Thus I shall procure a favourable

introduction for my thoughts by placing them iu such good

company. ... It is true that I am often of a drft'erent

opinion ; but so far from detracting on that account from

the merit of this celebrated writer, I do him justice in

making known in what and wherefore I differ from him,

when I judge it necessary to prevent his authority from

prevailing over reason on some important points. In fact,

although the author of the Essay says a thousand things

which I must applaud, yet our systems greatly differ. His

has greater affinity to that of Aristotle,—mine, to that of

Plato.' This is the spirit in which the Homeric heroes regard

their adversaries ; an interchange of admiration for each

other's prowess does not deaden one of their blows, but it

makes the combat more dignified.

Leibnitz, as we said, was an avowed ujiholder of Scholas-

ticism, but under an improved form. ' In my opinion true

philosophy consists in combining Plato with Aristotle and

Democritus.' * He was deeply read in Suarez, the last of

the Scholastics ; borrowed largely from Giordano Bruno

;

was influenced greatly by Descartes and Spinoza, though

always at war with them ; and did his utmost to combine

Greek Philosophy with Christian Philosophy.

To a mind thus furnished, the doctrines of Locke must

needs have been unwelcome ; indeed they could not be ex-

pected to gain admission. Moreover, as F. Schlegel observed,

every man is born either a Platonist or an Aristotelian.

f

Leibnitz and Locke were examples of this antagonism: 'Our

differences,' says Leibnitz, ' ai-e important. The question

between us is whether the soul in itself is entirely empt}^,

like tablets upon which nothing has been written {tabula

rasa), according to Aristotle and the author of the Essay ;

* Opera, p. 446.

t CoLEKiDHE used to pass off this aphorism :is his own. It is to be found, how-

ever, in Schlegel : Gcschkhtc dcr Liliratur.

VOL. II. U
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and whether all that is there traced comes wholly from the

senses and experience ; or whether the soul originally con-

tains the principles of several notions and doctrines, which

the external objects only awaken on occasions, as I believe

with PUito.'

The nature of the problem is well stated here ; and Leibnitz

sides with Plato in his solution of it. The main arguments

by which he supports his view are those so often since

repeated of the Universality and Necessity of certain truths,

and of the incapacity of Experience to furnish us with any-

thing beyond a knowledge of individual cases. ' For if any

event can be foreseen befoi-e it has been tried, it is manifest

that u'c contribute something for our own jiarts.' Ergo, mere

experience, it is argued, does not constitute all our knowledge.

' The senses, although necessary for all actual knowledge, are

not sufficient to give us all of it ; since the senses never can

give anything but examples, that is to say, particular or in-

dividual truths. But all the examples which confirm a general

truth, however niimerous, do not suffice to establish the uni-

versal necessity of that truth ; for it does not follow that that

which has once occurred will always occur in the same way.'

Leibnitz continues :
' "WTience it appears that necessary

truths, such as we find in mathematics, and i)articularly in

arithmetic and geometry, must have principles of which the

proof does not depend upon examples, nor consequently upon

the senses, although without the senses one would never

have thought of them. So also logic, metaphysics, and

morals are full of such truths, and consequently their proofs

can only come from those internal principles which are called

innate.'

Locke would perfectly have agreed with these premisses,

but the conclusion he would have rejected. That the

senses alone could not furaish us with any general truth, he

taught as expressly as Leibnitz did ; but this in no way
affects his system, for he did not build his system upon the

senses alone.

Leibnitz, however, seems to have been misled by Locke's
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language iu the first definition of Reflection ; for he says,

' Perhaps the opinions of our able author are not so far from

mine as they appear to be. For, after having employed the

whole of his first book against innate knowledge taken in a

certain sense, he acknowledges in the beginning of the

second that there are ideas which do not originate from the

senses, but ai-ise from Reflection. Now reflection is nothing

but attention to that which passes within us ; and the senses

do not convey to us what we already possess within ourselves.

Can it then be denied that there is much innate in the

mind ?
'

The passage in italics is a curious instance of how the

mind, pi-eoccupied with its own opinions, sees them reflected

in the expressions of others. Leibnitz here assumes the

very point at issue ; assumes that the mind has innate ideas

which the senses cannot convey to it ; and this assumption

he supposes to be contained in Locke's words. Locke taught

precisely the contrary. ' The mind is itself innate,' con-

tinues Leibnitz— (to which we reiterate our objection : innate

in whaf? In itself? or in us? To say that it is innate in

itself is a qiiibble ; that it is innate in us, is a displacement

of the question : no one in those days doubted that the mind

of man was born in man—born with man ; the question was,

Ai-e there any ideas born with the mind, or are all ideas

acquired hy the mind?) 'The mind is itself innate, and

there are included in it substance, duration, change, action,

perception, pleasure, and a thousand other objects of our

intellectual ideas. ... I have used the comparison of a

block of marble which has certain veins in it, rather than a

plain piece of marble such as the philosophers call tabula

rasa; because, if the soul resembled tablets unvrritten on,

truths would be in us like the figure of Hercules is in the

block of marble, when that mai-ble may receive indifferently

one figure or another. But if there are veins in the marble

which mark the figure of Hercules rather than any other

figure, that marble would be more determinate, and the

figure of Hercules would in some way be innate, although
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labour would be necessary to discover the veins, and to free

them from tlieir envelopment of marble. Thus are ideas

and truths innate in us.'

This is an ingenious statement of the theory : niafortu-

nately for it, the very existence of these veins in the marble

is an assumjjtion, and an assumption not made for the

facilitating of inquiry, but simply for the proof of the theory

assumed : it is an hypothesis framed for the sake of explain-

ing—what ?—the hypothesis itself ! Ideas are first assumed

to be innate ; to prove this assumption, another assumption

—the existence of innate ideas—is made ; and the theory is

complete.

The real force of Leibnitz's theory lies in his distinction

between contingent and necessary truths, and in his position

that Experience alone could never furnish \is with necessary

truths : a position we shall have to examine closely when

we come to Kant, who gave it its most authoritative form.

The weakness of the theory, as proi^ouuded by Leibnitz, is

that it makes no consistent distinction between empirical

and d priori knowledge. Locke had shaken, if he had not

shattered, the old assumption of Innate Ideas, by showing

that the ideas were deducible from Experience. Leibnitz at-

tempted to meet this by assuming that all knowledge was in

truth innate, and that what Locke supposed to be given in

Experience was simply evolved hij Experience.* Herein the

distinction between necessary and contingent disappears ; if

all knowledge is innate, all is developed, all stands on equal

footing of certainty. Kant perceived the contradiction

;

but no one before Kant saw how it could be rectitied.

One passage will suffice to exhibit the contrast between

Locke and Leibnitz {Philalethe stands for Locke) :

—

' Philalethe.—L'entendement ne ressemble pas mal a un

cabinet entieremcnt obscur, qui n'aurait que quelques petites

* ' Lorsque vous dircz que les idees nous viennent de I'une ou I'autrede ccs causes

(observation and reflection), je I'entends do leur perception actuellc, car je ci'ois

d'avoir montru qu'elles sont en nous avant qu'on s'en aper^oive.'

—

Nuuvcaux Essais,

liv. ii. cb. i. Comp. liv. i.
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ouvertures pour laisserentrer pardehors les images exterieures

et visibles, de sorte que si ces images, venant a se peindre

dans ce cabinet obscur, pouvaient y rester et j etre placees

en ordre, en sorte qu'on pouvaitles retrouver dans I'occasion,

il J aurait une grande ressemblance entre ce cabinet et

I'entendenient bumain.
' Theophile.—Pour rendre la ressemblance plus grando, il

faudrait supposer que dans la cbambre obscure il y eiit une

toile pour recevoir les especes, qui ne fut pas unie, mais

diversifiee par des plis representant les connaissances innees
;

que de plus cette toile etant tendue eut une maniere de

ressort ou force d'agir, et meme une action ou reaction

accommodee tant aux plis passes qu'aux nouveaux venus des

impressions des especes.' *

A dispassionate review of the controversy, as conducted by

the Sensationalists on the one hand, and the Animists on

the other, discloses the incompleteness of both. Locke had

but a vague and vacillating conception of the natui-e of the

Understanding upon which the Senses traced images ; or of

the processes by which sensation and ideation were effected.

He was forced to admit innate faculties, but had no precise

concejition of what they were, nor of how they oj^erated,

Leibnitz properly objected that these naked faculties, ' les

facidtes sans quelque acte, en un mot, les pures puissances de

I'ecole, ne sont que des fictions que la nature ne connait point

et qu'on obtient en faisant des abstractions.'

But Leibnitz himself, though vindicating the necessary

co-operation of the Mind (the co-operation of subject with

object, in Kant's phrase), had no precise conception, and

was reduced to mere assumption. Because we are bom
with certain dispositions, and because Thought has certain

recognisable conditions, he assumed that we are born with all

dispositions, and that all knowledge is simply the awakening

of slumbering ideas.

As a corrective to what was precipitate in Locke's psycho-

* Kouvcaux Essais, liv, ii. eh. xii.
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logy, as an energetic protest against what may be called

sensuous experience (which disregards the ' organised ex-

perience ' of the race, and thereby isolates the individual

from Humanity), the criticism of Leibnitz was of signal

service. In itself it was not of value. The false method

on wliich he proceeded rendered psychological discovery

hopeless.* Nevertheless, there are certain incidental pas-

sages displaying extraordinary acuteness ; and there is one

contribution to Psychology which I consider of immense

value, namely, the distinction between perception and apper-

ception, or, as I have named them, Sense-Consciousness and

Thought-Consciousness.t A thorough discussion of this

subject ought to find a place in the prolegomena to every

system of Psychologj'.

The problems relating to the origin and scope of Know-

ledge henceforth occupy the most prominent position in

speculation. The solutions offered by Locke were widely

accepted. In England and in France, they may be said to

have constituted the principia of all theorising. But, as

was noted in a previous chapter, they contained within them

seeds of Idealism and Sceiiticism ; and these we are now to

contemplate in their developed forms.

• ' Son principe de la raison sujjisanle, trus-beau ettris-vrai en lui-uiemp,' eaj's

D'Alemuebt with pleasantry, ' ne parait pas devoir etre fort utile li des etres aussi

pen eclairi^s que nous le sommes sur les raisons premiires de toutes clioses.'

—Diicours priliminaire de TEncyclopedic.

t A'ouveaux Esaais, liv. ii. ch. i. §§ l-i-19. Compare I'hi/sioloyy of Common Life,

ii. 71.

EttDMA>-x's edition of the Philosophical "Works (Berlin, 184U) is the best and

completest up to this date. There is a handy edition of the chief writings in the

(EttiTcsde Leibnil:, parJ/L. A. Jacques, in2 vols., Paris, 1842. A good exposition

will be found in Buhlk: Gcsch. der neuern Phi/os. iv. 129-238. Baujuann; Die

Lehren von liaiim, Zeit mid Mathtmaiilcin derneuerti Philosophie, 1870, ii.pp. 1-347.

Harms : Einleilnng in die I'hysik {^Karsten'g AVyemeine Encyklopiidie der Physilc)

1869, pp. 129,237-43. Caspahi : Leibnitc' Philosophie bileuchlet vom Gesichts-

punkt der Grundhegriffe von Kraft und Stoff, 1870. But far surpassing all other

works, both in exhaustiveness and acuteness, is the volume devoted to Leibnitz by

Krso FiscHEB, Gesch. d. nettem Fhilos. 1867, Bd. ii.



FOURTH EPOCH.

The problem of an external icorld discussed on

psychological data.

CHAPTER I.

BEUKELEY.

§ I. Life of Berkeley.

rpiIERE are few men of whom England has better reason

-i- to be proud than of George Berkeley, Bishop of Cloyne.

To extraoi'dinary merits as a writer and thinker, he united

the most exquisite purity and generosity of character ; and

it is still a moot point whether he was greater in head or

heart.

He was born on the 12th of March, 1684, at Kilcrin, in

the county of Kilkenny ; and educated at Trinity College,

Dublin, where, in 1707, he was admitted as a Fellow. In

1709, he published his New Theory of Vision, which made

an epoch in Science ;* and the year after, his Principles of

H,uman Knowledge, which made an epoch in Metaphysics.

After this he came to London, where he was received with

open arms. ' Ancient learning, exact science, polished

society, modern literature, and the fine arts, contributed to

* It contains one of the most germinal discoveries jet made in Psychology.

It is substantially adopted by Helmholtz in his marvellous Handbuch dtr phi/sio-

logischen Optik, 1867. The late SAMtjEL Bailey some years ago attempted a

refutation of it, but his attempt was victoriously defeated by Stuart Mill and

prof. Ferbiee. Compare Baumann : Die Lehren von Baum, Zeit mnd Mathcmatik,

ii. 348-72.
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adorn and enrich tlie mind of this accomplished man. All

his contemporaries agreed with the Satirist in ascribing

To Berkeley every virtue under heaven.

Adverse factions and hostile wits concurred only in loving,

admiring, and contributing to advance him. The severe

sense of Swift endured his visions ; the modest Addison

endeavoured to reconcile Clarke to his ambitious specula-

tions. His character converted the satire of Pope into fer-

vid praise. Even the discerning, fastidious, and turbulent

Atterbury said, after an interview with him, " So much

learning, so much knowledge, so much innocence, and such

humility, I did not think had been the portion of any but

angels, till I saw this gentleman." '
*

His acquaintance with the wits led to his contributing to

the Guardian. He became chaplain and afterwards secretary

to the Earl of Peterborough, whom he accompanied on his

embassy to Sicily. He subsequently made the tour of

Europe with Mr. Ashe ; and at Paris met Malebranche, with

whom he had an animated discussion on the ideal theory.

In 172-1', he was made Dean of Derry. This was worth

eleven hundred pounds a year to him ; but he resigned it in

order to dedicate his life to the conversion of the North

American savages, stipulating only with the Government

for a salary of one hundred pounds a year. On this romantic

and generous expedition he was accompanied by his young

wife. He set sail for Rhode Island, carrying with him a

valuable library of books, and the bulk of his property.

But, to the shame of the Government be it said, the pro-

mises made him were not fulfilled, and after seven years

of single-handed endeavour, he was forced to return to

England, having spent the greater part of his fortune in

vain.

In 1732 he published a tractate in vindication of his

* Sir J. Mackintosh.



BERKELEY AND COMMON SEXSE. 207

Thcory of Vision* He was made Bishop of Cloyne in 1734.

When he wished to resign, the King would not permit him
;

and being keenly alive to the evils of non-residence, he made

an arrangement before leaving Cloyne, whereby he settled

200L a year, during his absence, on the poor. In 1752, he

removed to Oxford, where, in 1753, he was suddenly seized,

while reading, with palsy of the heai't, and died almost

instantaneously.

Of his numei'ous writings we cannot here speak ; two

only belong to our subject: the Princij^les of Knoivledge, and

the Dialogiies of Hylas and Philonous. We hope to remove

some of the errors and prejudices with which his name is

iucrusted. We hope to show that, even in what are called

his wildest moods, Berkeley was a plain, sincere, deep-

thinking man, not a sophist, playing with paradoxes to dis-

play his skill.

§ II. Berkeley and Common Sense.

All the world has heard of Berkeley's Idealism ; and in-

numerable ' coxcombs ' have vanquished it ' with a grin.' f
Ridicule has not been sparing. Argument has not been

wanting. Idealism has been laughed at, written at, talked

at. It is ludicrous to notice the constant itei'ation of

trivial objections which, trivial as they are, Berkeley had
already anticipated. In fact, the critics misunderstood him,

and then reproached him for inconsistency—inconsistency,

not with his principles, but with theirs. They forced a

meaning upon his words which he had expressly rejected

;

and then triumphed over him because he did not pursue

their principles to the extravagances which would have

resulted from them.

* The Theory of Vision, or Visual Language, shewing the Immediate Presence and
Providence of a Deity, vindicated and explained. This tract, so little known as to

hare been omitted in liis collected -n-orks, was reprinted and edited by Mr. H. V.

H. CowELL in 1860. (Macmilln,n & Co.)

t ' And coxcombs vanquish Berkeley witt a grin.'

—

Bkown : Essay on Satire.

This verse has so much of the well-known ring of Pope that it is almost universally

attributed to him.
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Wliou Berkeley denied the exjatence of^imtter, lie meant

by ' inatter ' tliat^unlmowiijj(?)A/m/»<H the existence^of which

Locke had declared to be a necessary inference from our

knowledge of qualities, but the nature of which must ever be '

altogether hidden from us. Philosophers had assumed the

existence of Substance, i.e. of a noumenon lying underneath /

all phenomena—a substratum supporting all qualities—at/

something in which all accidents inhere. This unknown I

Substance, Berkeley rejects and replaces by a known Cause,
]

a spiritual substance. The substratum, confessedly unknown,

is a mere abstraction, he says. If it is unknown, unknow-

able, it is a figment, and I will none of it ; for it is a figment

worse than useless ; it is pernicious, as the basis of all atheism.

If by matter you understand that which is seen, felt, tasted,

and touched, then I say matter exists : I am as firm a believer

in its existence as anyone can be, and herein I agree with the

vulgar. If, on the contrary, you understand by matter that

occult substratum which is not seen, not felt, not tasted, and

not touched—that of which the senses do not, cannot, inform

you—then I say I believe not in the existence of matter,

and herein I differ from the philosophers and agree with the

vulgar.

' Xjimjiotj'or changiiQg_ihiiTgs into ideas,' he ,say3,. ' but

rather ideas into things ; since those iinmediate objects of per-

ctption which, according to yoiT^Berkeley might Jiaye said,

according. tQ_alI philosophers), are only appearances i>^ things,

T fnlrp fn be the real thinp;s themselves.

' Hylas. Things ! you may pretend what you please : but

it is certain you leave us nothing but the empty forma of

things, the outside of which only strikes the senses.

' Philonous. What you call the empty forms and outside

of things seem to me the very things themselves. . . . We
both therefore agree in this, that we perceive only sensible

forms; but herein we differ : you will have them to be empty

appearances ; T, real beings. In short, you do not trust your

senses ; I do.'

Berkeley is always accused of having propounded a theory
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which contradicts the evidence of the senses. That a man
who thus disregards the senses must be out of his own, was

a ready answer ; ridicule was not slow in retort ; declamation

gave itself elbow-room, and exhibited itself in a triumphant

attitude. It was easy to declare that ' the man who seriously

entertains this belief, though in other respects he may be a

verj"- good man, as a man may be who believes he is made of

glass
;
yet surely he hath a soft place in his understanding,

and hath been hurt by much thinking.' *

Unfortunately for the critics, Berkeley did not contradict

the evidence of the senses ; in denying a substratum, he did

not propound a theory at variance with the ordinary belief

of mankind. His peculiarity is that herein he confined him-

self exclusively to the evidence of the senses. What the

senses informed him of, that, and that onhj, would he accept.

He held fast to the facts of consciousness ; he placed himself

resolutely in the centre of the instinctive belief of mankind :

there he took his stand, leaving to philosophers the region of

supposition, inference, and of occult substances.

The reproach made to him is really the reproach hejiiade

to philosophers, namely, that they would not trust to th«

evidence of their senses ; that over and above what the

senses told them, they imagined an occult something of

which the senses gave no indication. ' Now it was against

this metaphysical phantom of the brain,' says an acute critic,

' this crotchet-world of philosophers, and against it alone,

that all the attacks of Berkeley were directed. The doctrine

that the realities of things were not made for man, and that

he must rest satisfied with mere appearances, was regarded,

and rightly, by him, as the parent of scepticism with all her

desolating train. He saw that philosophy, in giving up the

reality immediately within her grasp, in favour of a reality

supposed to be less delusive, which lay beyond the limits of

experience, resembled the dog in the fable, who, carrying a

piece of meat across a river, let the substance slip from his

* Kkid : Inquiry.



/^

300 BEPvKELEY.

jaws, -while with foolish greed he snatched nt the shadow in

the sti-eam. The dog lost his dinner, and philosophy let go her

secure hold upon truth. He therefore sided with the vulgar

who recognise no distinction between the reality and the ap-

pearance of objects, and, repudiating the baseless hypothesis

of a world existing unknown and unperceived, he resolutely

maintained that what are called the sensible shows of things

are in truth the very things themselves.'*

True it is that, owing to the ambiguities of language,

Berkeley's theorj' does seem to run counter to the ordinary

belief of mankind, because by Matter, men commonly under-

\ stand the Seen, the Tasted, the Touched, etc. ; therefore

I when the existence of Matter is denied, people naturally

suppose that the existence of the Seen, the Tasted, and the

Touched is denied ; never suspecting that Matter, in its

i^ ' philosophical sense, is the not seen, not tasted, not touched.

Berkeley, it must be confessed, has insufficiently guarded

against all ambiguity. Thus he says in one of the opening

sections of his rrincijiles of Human Knowledge, that ' It is

indeed an opinion strangely prevailing amongut men that

houses, mountains, rivers, and, in a word, all sensible objects,

have an existence, natural or real, distinct from their being

perceived by the understanding.' This is striking a false

key-note. It rouses the reader to oppose a coming paradox.

Yet Berkeley foresaw and answered the objections which

"Wimpey, Beattie, Eeid, and others brought forward. He
was not giving utterance to a caprice ; he was not spinning

an ingenious theory, knowing all the while that it was no

more than an ingenuity. He was an earnest thinker, patient

in the search after truth. Anxious, therefore, that his specu-

lations should no^ be regarded as mere dialectical displays,

he endeavoured on various occasions to guard himself from

misapprehension.

' I do not argue against the existence of any one thing

• IHac/cuood's Mag. June 1842, p. 814, art. 'Berkeley and Idealism;' by

Professor Ferkikb: since reprinted in his Lectures on Greek Vhitos<yphy, and oilier

Philosophical Remains, edited by Grant and Lusuington, 1866, vol. ii. p. 291.
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that we can apprehend either by sensation or reflection.

That the tilings I see with my eyes and touch with my hands do

exist, really exist, I make not the least question. The only thing

whose existence I deny is that which philosophers call Matter,

or corporeal substance. And in doing this there is no damage

done to the rest of mankind, who, I dare say, will never miss

it, . . .

' If any man thinks we detract fi-om the reality or existence

of things, he is very far from understanding what has been

premised in the plainest terms I could think of. . . . It will

be urged that thus much at least is true, viz. that we take

away all corporeal substances. To this my answer is that,

if the word substance be taken in the vulgar sense, for a

combination of sensible qualities, such as extension, solidity,

weight, etc., this we cannot be accused of taking away.*

But if it be taken in the jihilosophic sense, for the support

of accidents or qualities without the mind ; then, indeed, I

acknowledge that we take it away, if one may be said to

take away that which never had any existence, not even in

the imagination.t But say what we can, some perhaps may
be apt to reply, he will still believe his senses, and never

suffer any arguments, however plausible, to prevail over the

certainty of them. Be it so : assert the evidence of sense as

high as you please, ive arc iviUing to do the same. That what

I see, hear, and feel, doth exist, i.e. is perceived by me, I no

more doubt than I do of my own being; but I do not see how

the testimony of sense can be alleged as a proof of anything

ivhich is not perceived by sense.'X

After reading these passages (and more of a similar cast

might be quoted), in what terms shall we speak of the works

written to refute Idealism ? Where was the acuteness of the

* An answer to Dr. Johnson's peremptory refutation of Berkeley, viz. kicking a

stone : as if Berkeley ever denied that what we called stones existed

!

t This is not well said. That substance was imagined to exist (as a support of

accidents), Berkeley's argument supposes : it is against such an imaginary exist-

ence ho directs his attacks. Perhaps ho means that no iniaijc of substance could

b3 formed in the mind : which nc one disjiutes.

} Principles of Human Knowlcdcje, §§ 35-37, 40.
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Ecids and Beatties, -wlien they tanutirgl}' asked why Berkeley

did not run his head against a post, did not walk over preci-

pices, etc., as, in accordance with his theory, no pain, no

broken limbs, could result ? * "Where was philosophical

acumen, when writers could imagine they refuted Berkeley

by an appeal to common sense—when they contrasted the

instinctive beliefs of mankind with the speculative paradoxes

of a philosopher, who expressly took his stand beside common
sense against jjhilosophers ?

Men trained in metaphysical speculations may find it diffi-

cult to conceive the non-existence of an invisible unknowable

substratum ; but that the bulk of mankind find it almost

impossible to conceive any such substratum is a fact which

the slightest inquiry will verify.

Berkeley, therefore, in denying the existence of Matter,

sided with common sense. He thought^ with the vulgar,

that Matter was that of which his senses informed him ; not

an occult something of which he could have no infoi-mation.

The table he saw before him certainly existed : it was hard,

polished, coloured, of a certain figure, and cost some guineas.

But there was no phantom table lying underneath the apjm-

rcnt table—there was no invisible substance supporting that

table. What he perceived was a table, and nothing more
;

what he perceived it to be, he would believe it to be, and

nothing more. His starting-point was thus what the plain

dictates of his senses, and the senses of all men, furnished.

§ III. Idealism.

The first step which a philosopher takes in any inquiry is

a departure from Common Sense. Eeflecting upon what his

* ' But what is the consequence? I resolve not to believe my sonscs ? I break

ray bead against a post that comes in my way: I step into a dirty kennel ; and
after twenty such wise and rational actions I am taken up and cbipt into a mad-
house. Now I confess I had rather make one of those credulous fools wliom na-

ture imposes upon tlian of those wise and rational pliilosophers who resolve to

withhold assent at all this expense.'

—

Eeid : Iiiquiri/, ch. iv. § 20. This one pas-

sage is as good iis a hundred.
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senses couvey to him, he seeks an explanation of phenomena :

and it is in proportion to the care with which he analyses

the facts to be explained that he is usually supposed to be

free from the mere extravagances of speculation. And yet

Berkeley's analysis of the facts of Consciousness (as Con-

sciousness is commonly understood by philosophers) has

obtained for him the reputation of being one of the most

extravagant of speculators.

This is the problem : our senses inform us of certain

sensible qualities, such as extension, colour, solidity, etc.

But Logic declares that these qualities must be qualities of

something : they cannot exist as mere extension, coloui",

etc.: there must be something extended, coloured, etc.

What is that something ? The solution given by the philo-

sophers was uniformly this : wlud that substance is, we can

never know, because it lies beyond our apprehension ; but we
are forced to admit it, as a support to the qualities which we

do apprehend, as a substance in which sensible qualities in-

here. So that, deeply considered, the only reason for inferring

the existence of Matter is tha necesfiiti/ for some synthesis

of attributes.

Now, what did Berkeley ? With very subtle perception of

the difficulties of the problem, he boldly solved it by malcwcj

the synthesis a mental one. Thus was Matter, the substratum,

wholly got rid of.

The nature of human Imowledge is the first object of his

iiiquiry. ' It is said that the faculties we have are few, and

those designed by Nature for the support and pleasure of

life, and not to penetrate into the inward essence and consti-

tution of things. Besides, the mind of man, being finite,

when it treats of things which partake of infinity, it is not to

be wondered at if it run into absurdities and contradictions,

out of which it is impossible it should ever extricate itself,

it being of the nature of infinite not to be comprehended

by that which is finite.'

This is plainly enough launched at Locke ; but the worthy

Bishop has no such disposition ' to sit down in quiet
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ignorance.' He suspects tliat ' we may be too partial in

placing the fault originally in our faculties, and not rather

in the wrong use we make of them.' He believes that God

is too bountiful not to have placed knowledge within our

reach of which He has given us the desire. (Berkeley here

disregards the lesson man was taught in Paradise, where

the Tree of Knowledge was placed within his I'each, but the

fruits thereof forbidden him.) ' Upon the whole,' continues

Bcrkclej', ' I am inclined to think that the far greater part,

if not all, the difficulties which have hitherto amused ^jhilo-

sophers, and blocked uj) the w ay to knowledge, are entirely

owing to themselves. That we have first raised a dust, and

then complain we cannot see.'

The pretension on which all Ontology is founded is here

openly proclaimed. The consequences of Locke's doctrine

/are rejected; the premisses are retained. Berkeley's account

I

of the origin of knowledge is the same as Locke's, only some-

' what more explicitly defined. But the student must bo

warned against the common mistake of supposing that

Locke ignored the part played by what have been called d

priori notions. Among these notions are Substance and

Cause ; it is on these Berkeley relies. ' The mind, her acts,

and faculties,' he says,* ' furnish a new and distinct class of

objects, from the contemplation whereof arise certain other

notions, principles, and varieties, so remote from and even

so repugnant to the first prejudices which surprise the sense

of mankind, that they may well be excluded from vulgar

speech and books, as abstract from sensible matter, and more

fit for the speculation of truth, the labour and aim of a few,

than for the practice of the world.' In an earlier paragraph

he speaks of the objects of sense as what the mind first

regards as realities ; but no sooner does intellect dawn upon

the shadowy scene, ' than we perceive the true principle of

unity, identity, and existence. Those things which before

seemed to constitute the whole of being, upon taking an in-

* Behkeley : Sirif, § 297.
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tellectual view of things [i.e. viewing tliein as conceptions]

prove to be but fleeting phantoms.'

In presence of such declarations, Professor Frazer declares

that Berkeley ' not only was not a sensualist of the school of

CondLllac, not only not an empiricist of the school of Hume,

but he was a transcendentalist of the highest and purest

school of Kant. With Kant he held the intellectual origin

of certain concepts. With Kant he held the dependence of

these concepts for their development on sense. With Kant

he even discriminated the peculiar functions of sense and

intellect ; the one as the source of intuition, and the other as

the source of thought. Nay, with Kant he held that space

had no objective reality, but was "a child of the imagination

grafted upon sense ;" and he expresses the same opinion with

respect to the objective reality of time.' *

The student of Berkeley will remark that the objects of

knowledge are said to be ideas. This has a paradoxical air

to those unaccustomed to metaphysics, yet it is the simple

expression of the facts of consciousness. All that the

mind can be conversant about is its ideas : we are con-

scious of nothing but the changes that take place in our

minds. Whether these ideas are the copies or representatives

of any things —whether changes in our state are to be attri-

buted to any external cause : this is a question of Philosophy

—a question which Common Sense makes no scruple of

begging. You see before you a flower, and you assume that

au external thing resembling that flower exists, and that

your sensation is produced by it, as a reflection in a mirror

is produced by an object out of the mirror. But dive deeper

into consciousness, interrogate yourself, and you will find

that the comf>arison of the mirror is an assumption made
only to explain the facts of consciousness, not given in those

facts. Moreover, granting the assumption, you will then

» Berkeln/s Idealism, in the liorth British Review, Ixviii. p. 475 ; on the whole, the

most luminous essay on Berkeley which has come under my notice. Wliat is said,

however, respecting the agreement with Kant's views on Space and Time must be
accepted with a reservation. Berkeley held all objective reality to be subjective,

but he did not hold Space and Time to be special forms of Intuition.

VOL. II. X
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make the mind immeiliately conversant with its ideas only

;

for assuming that objects reflect themselves in the mirroi-,

the min"or itself knows only the reflections : these it knows

immediately ; the objects it knows mediately, i.e. through

the reflections. Thus is Berkeley keeping rigorously to the

facts of consciousness when he says that the ' objects of

knowledge are ideas.'

Were not the history of Philosophy crowded with similar

examples, we might feel sui-prised at the strange misconcep-

tion of Berkeley, which has become traditional, through Eeid,

Stewart, Brown, nay, even Hamilton and Mansel, and whicli

Professor Frazer was, I believe, the first to point out—namely,

the misconception of Berkeley's theory of ideas. These writers

suppose him to have held that ideas are intermediate entities,

distinct from the human intellect no less than from the divine,

mediating between the two. The same mistake has been even

more widely prevalent respecting Aquinas.* * The entitj^-

idea was invented as a mediator between mind and matter.

What occasion, therefore, could there be for a mediator when
the existence of matter was denied ?

' The source of the mis-

conception is, no doubt, the employment of the word idea to

signify the object of consciousness 5 though a glance at

Amauld would have revealed that ' objective ' in those days

meant the mental presence of a thought, as distinguished

from the local presence of a thing; and a glance at one of

Berkeley's precursors now seldom read—John Serjeantf

—

would have revealed that the word object signified thhvj;

meant—' Now the Meanings of Words, or (which is the same,

taking that word objectively, what's meant by those words).'

Thus in calling ideas ' objects ' Berkeley was following in the

track of his predecessors and contemporaries. ' We know that

not only can we perceive,' says Professor Frazer, ' but that we
can make our perception an object of ulterior thought ; and

hence, though philosophers while concentrating theii- atten-

tion on the act have called it a percephow, yet when regard-

* Comp. Haukeav, Hiei. dc la Phil, siltoliisliquc, ii. 177, and Rousseiot, fytidcs

sur Ic Moyen Age, ii. 2.50.

t Solid Philosophy asserted againsl the Fancies of the Idcists, 1097.
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ing it as an object they have named it an idea'—a point

overlooked by Reid. ' Berkeley, it is true, describes our ideas

as " real beings," as " objects of knowledge," as "things which

exist whether we think on them or not." But he distinctly

repudiates the monstrosity attributed to him by Eeid,

Stewart, Brown, Hamilton, and Mansel. What, in fact, is

the fundamental principle of his philosophy ? It is that " the

esse of every idea is percipi ;" that " it is not possible to

separate, even in thought, any of our ideas {rom perception."

As, when speaking of those ideas as inert, fleeting, and

dependent beings, he tells us that they " subsist not by

themselves, but are supported by, or exist in, minds or

spiritual substances," so, when speaking of them as " real

things," he states that " their being consists in being per-

ceived." '

While on this topic, Ijgay observe that one great jurpose

of Berkeley was tojbring proniinently forjsardJthfiS-eJlotions,

concepts, which Lockejiadjeft too muchjnJ;he_background.
In doing this he had to reject the ideal the()ry which he is

popularly supposed to have embraced, and to deny, not only

that ideas were entities, mediates, but also that they were

copies of or resemblances of things.*

From this digression let us pass to remark on Berkeley's

use of the word idea, which stauds- both_ for sensation and

idea. We cannot but regard this confusion of language as

the cause of no little misapprehension of his doctrines.

' That neither our thoughts, nor passions, nor the ideas

formed by our imagination, exist without the mind is what

everybody will allow ; and to me it is no less evident that the

various sensations or ideas imprinted on the sense, however

blended or combined together {that is, U'hatever ohjects they

compose), cannot exist otherwise than in a mind perceiving

them. . . . The table I write on, I say, exists, i.e. I see it,

and feel it, and if I were out of my study, I should say it

existed ; meaning thereby that, if I was in my study, I might

' On this point I would gladly quote the remarks of Serjeant, Solid Phihsophy

(Preface), but cannot afford the requisite space.
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perceive it, or that some other spirit actually does perceive

it. As to what is said about the existence of unthinking

things, without any relation to their being perceived, that is

to me perfectly unintelligible. Their_esse_is percijn ;
nor is

it possible they should have any existence out of the minds

or thinking things which perceive them.'

It is in this last paragraph that the kernel of his system

lies. He had identified objects with ideas : having done so,

it was easy to prove that objects could not exist without a

perceiving mind in which to exist as ideas. ' For what are

the objects but the things which we perceive by sense ?'

Realism assents : objects are what we perceive. * And ivhnt,

I pray you,' continues Berkeley, ' do we perceive besides our

own ideas or sensations? ' Realism hesitates ; certainly tlie

min'or has nothing immediately present to it besides the

reflections. ' And is it not plainly repugnant,' triumphantly

continues Idealism, ' that any one of these ideas, or any com-

bination of them, should exist unperceived ? ' Realism has

no answer to offer. It is in a dilemma ii-om which there is

apparently no escape.

The supposition of the existence of Matter is founded on

the doctrine of abstracrideas ^against which Bei'keley wages

war). ' For can there be a nicer strain of abstraction than

to distinguish the existence of sensible objects from their

being perceived, so as to conceive them existing unperceived ?

Light and colours, heat and cold, extension and figures—in a

word, the things we see and fed—what are they but so many
sensations, notions, ideas, or impressions on the sense ; and

is it not impossible to separate, even in thought, any of these frorn,

perception '? For my i^art, I might as easily divide a thing

from itself. I may indeed divide in my thoughts, or conceive

apart from each other, those things which perhaps I never

perceived by sense so divided. Thus I imagine the trunk of

the human body without the limbs, or conceive the smell of

a rose without thinking of the rose itself. So far I will not

deny that I can abstract, if that be properly called abstrac-

tion which extends only to the conceiving separately such

I
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objects as it is possible may really exist, or be actually per-

ceived asunder ; but my conceiving or imagining power does

not extend beyond the possibility of real existence or per-

ception. Hence, as it is impossible for me to see or feel

anything without an actual sensation of that thing, so it is

impossible for me to conceive in my thoughts any sensible

thing or object distinct from the sensation or perception of it.

In truth, the object and the sensation are the same thing,

and cannot therefore be abstracted from one another

' In a word, all the choii" of heaven and furniture of earth

—all those bodies which compose the mighty frame of the

world—have not any sxabsistence without a mind : their esse

is to be jierceived or known ; and consequently, so long as

they are not actually perceived by me, or do not exist in my
mind, or that of any other created spirit, they must either

have no existence at all, or else subsist in the inind of sov\e

eternal spirit. . . .

' Though we hold indeed the objects of sense to be nothing

else but ideas which cannot exist unperceived, yet we may
not hence conclude they have no existence except only while

they are perceived by xis, since there may be some other

spirit that perceives them, though we do not. Whenever

bodies are said to have no existence without the mind, I

ivould not he understood to mean this or that particular mind,

hut all minds ivhatsoever. It does not therefore follow that

bodies are annihilated and created every moment, or exist

not at all during the intervals between our perception of

them. . . .

' I am content to put the whole upon this issue : if you can

but conceive it possible for one extended movable substance,

or in general for any one idea, or anything like an idea, to

exist otherwise than in a mind perceiving it, I shall readily

give up the cause ; I shall grant you its existence, though you

cannot either give me a reason why you believe it exists, or

assign any use to it when it is supposed to exist. I say the

bare possibility of your opinion being true shall pass for an

argument that it is so.

' But say you, siu-ely there is nothing easier than for me to
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imagine trees in a park, or books in a closet, and nobody by

to jjoreeivo them. I answer, you may so : there is no

dilBculty in it. But what is all this, I beseech you, more

thau/ra>win</ in your mind certain ideas which you call books

and trees, and at the same time omlttbuj to frame the idea of

anyone perceiving them'?

' But do not you yourself perceive or think of them all the

while'? This therefore is nothing to the purj^ose : it only

shows you have the power of imagining or ft-aming ideas in

your mind, but it does not show that you can conceive it

possible the objects of your thought may exist without the

mind. To make out this, it is necessary that you conceive

them existing unperceived or unthought of, which is a

manifest repugnancy. AVTieu we do our utmost to conceive

the existence of external bodies, we are all the while only

contemplatiny our own ideas.' *

The last very remarkable jsassage must have been over-

looked by the critic before mentioned, otherwise he would

not have said that the ' knot which Berkeley loosened, but

which he certainly did not exi>licitly untie,' was to be re-

solved, for the first time, by the arguments he there brings

forward. Berkeley had untied the knot, exjjlicitly, satis-

factorily ; and that too in the same way as his critic.

f

The distinction between primary and secondary qualities

Berkeley easily refutes, and shows that the same arguments

which make the secondary qualities to be only affections of

the mind may be applied to the primary qualities.

Having battered down almost every, objection, trivial or

serious, that could be offered, Idealism iterates its funda-

mental principle :—AU our knowledge of objects is a know-

ledge of ideas; objects and ideas are the same. Ergo,

nothing exists but what is perceived. J

* The foregoing passages are all taken from the Principles of Human Knowledge,

§§ 6, 6, 8, 22, aud 23.

t See the article in Blackwood, already cited, p. 817, et seq.; Lectures, ii. p. 308.

\ Nothing can bo more inaccurate than to class Berkeley among those who

maintain ideas to be representative of things ; ideas, he says, are things. Yet

Hamilton commits this inaccuracy.
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Eealisua espies a loophole. These ideas, with which we

admit the mind to be solely conversant, are but the ideas

(images) of certain things : these things exist independently

of being perceived, though their ideas cannot. Berkeley

foresaw this also. ' But, say you, though the ideas them-

selves do not exist without the mind, yet there may be

things like them whereof they are copies or resemblances,

which things exist without the mind in an unthinking sub-

stance. I answer, an idea can he like nothing hut an idea ; a

colour or figure can be like nothing but another colour or

figure. Again, I ask whether those supposed originals or

external things, of which our ideas are the pictures or

representations, be themselves perceivable or no P If they

are, then they are ideas, and we have gained our point

;

but if you say they are not, I appeal to anyone whether it

be sense to assert a colour is like sometliing which is in-

visible ; hard or soft, like something which is intangible ?
'

(Sect. 8.)

As far as the metaphysical conception of Consciousness ex-

tends, the analysis given by Berkeley is unimpeachable, luiless

we deny that Consciousness is immediately affected by sensa-

tions, and assert that it is immediately affected by external

objects ; but no metaphysician will take up this position, for

it would lead him to maintain that Consciousness is nothing

but these very sensations, which ai-e produced in the or-

ganism by the action of external influences ; and this would

be getting rid of the substratum Mind, in order to rescue

the substratum Matter. No metaphysician therefore ever

could, logically, object to Berkeley's fundamental position
;

but only tried to elude it, or make it open into other issues.

The question whether Consciousness is anything over and

above its acts, whether in Sensation and Ideation there is

feeling and consciousness of feeling, thinking and con-

sciousness of thiiaking, or whether the two phrases express

but one fact, has been considered settled by modern psycho-

logists, since Brown. Yet the whole notion of a duplicate

consciousness, attendant upon each act of consciousness (a
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feeling of feeliiif;, to translate it into precise language), still

crops up, even in modern speculations.

The real battlefield is, therefore, that of Dualism. Are

there two distinct existences, Mind, on the one hand, and

Matter, on the other ; Mind in no respect allied with Matter,

j-et acted on by it, and representing it ? The Idealist says :

There is but one existence. Mind. Analyse the concept

Matter, and you will discover that it is nothing but a syn-

thesis of qualities ; the qualities are sensations, the synthesis

is mental.

The Realist, if consequent, will say. There is but one

existence. Matter. Analyse your concept of Mind, and you

will discover that it is nothing but a synthesis of qualities

(states of consciousness) ; tlie qualities are activities of the

vital organism ; the synthesis is the organism.

The Sceptic agrees with both, and disagrees with both,

and says : Your Matter is but a fleeting succession of phe-

nomena, 3'our Mind is but a fleeting succession of ideas.

The Dualist says : There is but Mind and Matter ; the

two are in essence distinct, and never can be brought into

union ; but the Mind has the capability of being acted on

by Matter, the result of which is a representation within it

of that which is without it ; and it has, moreover, a power of

acting on Matter, the result of which is—I don't exactly

know what, but, at any rate, it is indicated by certain motions

of Matter. If you ask me, How two existences thus essen-

tially distinct, having no quality in common, can nevertheless

act on each other ? I answer : It is a mystery.

A mystery, no doubt. But Philosophy cannot be satisfied

with phrases. It wants precise data. The dualistic hypo-

thesis has the disadvantage of introducing two factors,

without in the least assisting us. Idealism taking firm hold

of one of these factors. Mind, exjilains phenomena quite as

lucidly as Dualism with its two factors. Realism does the

same with its one factor. Matter. Philosophy has to decide

between them.

Berkeley has far better reasons for his opinion than his
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critics generally imagine. He could not see the force of tlie

argument which made Matter the substratum a necessary

postulate. That we could have sensations and ideas without

the presence of external objects is manifest from the fact that

we do often have them, as in dreams and frenzies. If there-

fore Matter is not always necessary for the production of

ideas—if ideas can be sometimes produced without the

presence of external objects—the pretended necessity, which

alone forms the argument for the existence of Matter, is done

away with.

' But though,' he says, ' we might possibly have all our

sensations without bodies, yet perhaps it may be thought

easier to conceive and explain the manner of their produc-

tion by supposing external bodies in their likeness rather

than otherwise, and so it might at least be probable there

are such things as bodies that excite ideas in our minds.

But neither can this be said, for though we give the Mate-

rialists their external bodies, they, by their own confession,

are never nearer the knowing how om* ideas are produced,

since they own themselves unable to comprehend in what

manner body can act upon spirit, or how it is possible it

should imprint an idea in the mind.'

We have here the difficulty stated, which most Dualists

(those who maintain the existence of spirit and matter, as

distinct substances) have not been sufficiently alive to ; it is

that which gave rise to Leibnitz's theory of pre-established

harmony, and to Malebranche's theory of our seeing all

things in God. This difficulty is indeed insuperable. It is

easy to talk of the spirit being a mirror in which the

universe reflects itself. Try for an instant to imagine a

substance reflecting itself in, or acting upon, another sub-

stance having no one property in common with it. You

cannot. Nor is this all : you cannot even imagine two

substances so distinct as Matter and Spirit are defined to be :

Spirit always presents itself to imagination as an attenuated

Matter.

Berkeley then is right in triumphing over Realism and
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Dualism. Right in saying that, if he were to accord them

the existence of Matter, they could make uo use of it. The

subject would remain as dark as before : Matter throws no

light on it. He maintains that our ideas are pi'oduced in

us conformably with the laws of Nature. These laws have

been ordained by God. To suppose that Matter is the mere

occasional cause— </ie veJdcle through which the laws of Nature

operate—is gratuitous. The existence of Matter cannot be

established either by intuition or by inference ; the notion is

full of contradictions. \Vhereas the existence of Spirit is

known directly ; and Spirit is God. The agency of the

Creator is therefore more simple and direct. He had no

need of creating fii-st laws, and afterwards Matter, through

which these laws should come into effect. He thought, and

his thought reflected itself in us directly, without the super-

fluous aid of Matter as a mere go-between.

Mr. Herbert Spencer has argued that Berkeley's hypo-

thesis is a logical suicide ; that the Universal Postulate, or

the fundamental assumption which is itself the ultimate test

of every speculation, namely, the inconceivability of the

negative, is violated by Idealism. But an Idealist might

reply : All that your Postulate implies is that Something

external to my consciousness exists ; Something which is

not me, but afl'ects me. I admit this. I admit the existence

of Ideas, but I admit the existence of nothing answering to

the Ideas—nothing behind them. They are all the reality

which God excites in me ; and they are only that.

What, then, is granted ? That Something, a Non-ego,

exists. I camiot know this Something otherwise than imder

the subjective conditions of knowledge ; it is to me what I

know it ; where the Ego ends, the Non begins. I am quite

at liberty to sujjpose this Something to be only the Mode in

which, and through which, the Deity affects me. You would

also be at liberty to suppose it to be self-existent Matter

;

only that supposition leads to atheism, and is therefore con-

victed of error.

Now, as an infei-ence—as an hypothesis—few thoroughly
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acquainted with the question, aud with the data on which it

was founded, can, we think, deny that this of Berkeley is

many degrees superior to the hypothesis of Dualism. While

most philosophers teach that there are two distinct eternal

substances, which they name Spirit and Matter, Berkeley

teaches that there is only one substance, viz. Spii-it. With

this one substance he can construct the world. According

therefore to the fundamental rule in philosophy, that ' En-

tities or existences are not to be multiplied unless upon

necessity ' {entia non sunt multiplicanda jiroiter necessitatem),

the introduction of a second substance, Matter, is super-

fluous, or worse. Of its existence we have no proof whatever

:

it is a mere inference ; it is inferred in order to explain the

phenomena: and what phenomena? those of perception

—

i.e. the phenomena of the thinking substance.

If, then, Berkeley is more rigorous in his analysis of facts,

and moi-e ingenious and plausible in his hypothesis, than

his antagonists suppose, shall we pronounce his Idealism

satisfactory and true ?

Hume said of it that it admitted of no answer, but pro-

duced no conviction. And there has been no final refuta-

tion of it. Yet, inasmuch as the irresistible belief of

mankind is that objects are not dependent for their exist-

ence either upon our jDerception of them nor upon the per-

ception of any other mind—that objects exist per se, and

would continue to exist if all minds were annihilated

—

Berkeley's theory never can produce conviction. Reid was

right in standing by this universal aud irresistible belief.

He was egregiously wrong, however, in suiDposing that he

answered Berkeley by an appeal to this irresistible belief.

This appeal, so loudly proclaimed by the Scotch school,* is

* Especially by Dr. Bkown, who says that the ' sceptical argument for the non-

existence of an external world, as a mere play of reasoning, admits of no reply.'

The only reply he malces is that the belief was irresistible. Hume had already ad-

mitted that the belief was irresistible ; the whole scope of his philosophy was to

prove it both irresistible and fa/se. How absurd then to appeal to the belief!

Kant tridy observes, in the preface to his KrUik, ' Admitting Idealism tu be as

dangerous as it really is, it would still remain a shame to philosophy and reason to
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rejected by several thinkers. Tlie belief that the sun re-

volved round the earth was for many centuries irresistible,

and false. Why may not Berkeley have been a metajjhj^sical

Copernicxis, who, by rigorous demonstration, proved the

belief of mankind in the existence of Matter to be irresistible

and false? Reid has no answer to give. He can merely

sa}-, ' I side with the vulgar ; ' but he might have given the

same answer to Copernicus. Many illustrioxis men (Bacon

among them) ridiculed the Copernican theory : but all the

dogmatism, ridicule, and common sense in the world could

not affect tliat theory. Why, we repeat, may not Berkeley

have been a metaphysical Copernicus ?

To prove that he was not, you must prove his reasoning

defective ; to prove this, you must show wherein his error

lies, and not wherein his theory is at variance with your

belief. All that your irresistible belief amounts to is that of

a strong, a very strong, presumption against the truth of

hat which opposes it. Reid, in accepting this presumption

as a proof, was in the right so long as Berkeley's reasoning

was not strong enough to overcome it : but singularly wrong

in supposing that the i^resumption was a refutation.

Berkeley's main position is that the objects of hnowledcje

are ideas, and notJiing hut ideas. The position is incon-

trovertible. The conclusion therefore : all human knowledge

can only be tlie knowledge of ideas, wnd of nothing hut ideas, is

equally incontestable. Not less so the second conclusion :

objects being identified with ideas, and we having no idea of an,

object but as it is perceived, tjie ESSE of objects to us is peecipi.

In admitting all this, what do we admit ? Simply that

human knowledge is not the ' measure of all things.' Objects

to us can never be more than ideas ; but are we the final

measure of all existence ? Because we can only know objects

as ideas, is it a proper conclusion that objects only exist as

ideas ? Objects subtend certain angles to our consciousness

:

because we can only see them under these angles, is it logical

he forced to ground the existence of an external world on the (mere) evidence of

belief.' The more so as the fact of belief had never been questioned. The ques-

tion was, Is the belief well grounded ?
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to conclude that they are only these anyles 'P For this con-

clusion to be rigorous, we must have some proof of our

knowledge being the absolute standard oi thimjs existent, not

simply of things known.

The Idealist will say ;
' If you cannot hiow anything be-

yond your ideas, why do you infer that there is anything '?'

—A question not easily answered. He will, moreover, say

:

'I defy you to conceive anything existing unperceived.

Attempt to imagine the existence of matter when mind is

absent. You cannot, for in the very act of imagining it,

you include an ideal percipient. The trees and mountains

you imagine to exist without any perceiving mind, what

are they but the very ideas of your mind, which you trans-

port to some 2)lace where you are not ? In fact, to separate

existence from perception is radically impossible. It is God's

synthesis, and man cannot undo it.'*

To this one may answer. It is very true that, inasmuch as

our knowledge of objects is identical with our ideas, we can

never, by any freak of thought, imagine an object afart from
the conditions under which we know it. We are forced by the

laws of our nature to invest objects with the forms in which

we perceive them.f We cannot therefore conceive anything

which has not been subject to the laws of our nature, because

in the very act of conception those laws come into play.

But is it not a very different proposition to say, ' I cannot

conceive things otherwise than according to the laws of my
natm-e,' and to say, ' I cannot conceive things otherwise,

consequently they cannot exist otherwise ?' The Idealist here

assumes that knowledge is absolute, not relative—that man
is the measure of and comprehends all things ; which may

* See this argued in a masterly manner by the critic in Blac/cwood, before quoted.

f ' When in perception,' says Schelling, ' I represent an object, object and re

presentation are one and the same. And simply in this our inability to discriminate

the object from the representation during the act lies the conviction which the

common sense of mankind has of the reality of external things, although these

become known to it only through the representations.'

—

Idcen zii einer Philos. dir

Nntwr, Einleitung, p. xix. (quoted by Sir W. Hamilton). This is indisputable, but

it is only saying that our knowledge of things is subject to the conditions of know-

ledge. Because we cannot discriminate between the object and the representation,

it is no proof that there is no distinction between them.
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be likeued to the assertion that no raw material exists, only

manufactured goods.

Psychology declares that Perception is the identify of the

ego and the non-ego—the relation of two terms, the tertium

quid of two united factors ; as water is the identity of oxygen

and hj'drogen. The ego can never have any knowledge of

the non-ego in which it (the ego) is not indissolubly bound

lip ; as oxygen can never unite with hydrogen to form water

without merging itself and the hydrogen in a tertium quid.

Let lis suj^pose the oxygen to be a process of consciousness,

i.e. a feeling of changes. It would attribute the change not

to hydrogen, which is necessarily hidden from it, hit to water,

the only form imder which hydrogen is known to it. In its

consciousness it would find the state named water, which

would be ver}^ unlike its previous state ; and it would sup •

l)Ose that this state, so unlike the previous one, was a re-

]iresentation of that which caused it. We say then that,

although the hydrogen can only exist for the oxygen (in the

above case) in the identity of both as water, this is no proof

that hydrogen does not exist under some other relations to

other gases. There are hydrocarbons and hydrochlorates as

well as oxides of hydrogen. In like manner, although the

non-ego cannot exist in relation to Mind otherwise than in

the identity of the two (perception), this is no proof that it

does not exist in relation to other Pjxistences under quite

different conditions.

In conclusion, we admit, with the Idealists, that all our

hnovdedge of objects consists in our ideas. But we cannot

admit that all existence is comprehended by our knowledge,

mei'cly on the ground that, when we would conceive anything

existing, we are forced to conceive it in accoixlance with the

laws of human faculties. We admit, with the Idealists, that

our knowledge is subjective. But we do not admit that what

is tnie subjectively is true comprehensively of all existence.

We believe in the existence of an external quite independent

of any percipient ; the arguments by which Idealism would

controvert it are vitiated by the assumption of knowledge

being a criterion of existence. Idealism agrees with Realism

I
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in placing reliance on the evidence of consciousness ; it argues

however that, inasmuch as our knowledge is confined to ideas,

we have no right to assume anything beyond ideas. Yet it

also is forced to assume something as the cause of ideas

:

this cause it calls the Action of the Creator ; and this is an

assumption. In Berkeley's Vindication of the Theory of Vision,

there occur these explicit passages :
' The objects of sense,

being things immediately perceived, are otherwise called ideax.

The cause of these ideas, or the power of producing them, is

not the object of sense, not being \ise\? perceived hut only in-

ferred by reason from its effects, to wit, those objects or ideas

which are perceived by sense. From our ideas of sense the

inference of reason is good to Power, Cause, Agent. But we

may not, therefore, infer that our ideas arc like unto this

Power, Cause, or active being. On the contraiy, it seems

evident that an idea can only be like another idea, and that

in our ideas or immediate objects of sense, there is nothing

of Power, Causality, or Agency included. Hence it follows

that the Power or Cause of ideas is not an object of Sense but

of Reason. Our knowledge of the Cause is measured by the

Effect ; of the Power by our Idea. To the absolute nature,

therefore, of outward Causes or Powers, we have nothing to

say ; they are no objects of our sense or perception. When-
ever, therefore, the appellation of sensible object is used in a

determined intelligible sense, it is not applied to signify the

absolutely existing outward Cause or Power, but the ideas

themselves produced in us. Ideas which are observed to be

connected together are vulgarly considered under the rela-

tion of cause and effect ; whereas, in strict philosophic truth,

they are only related as the sign to the thing signified. For

we know oui* Ideas ; and therefore know that one Idea cannot

be the cause of another. We know that our ideas of sense are

not the cause of themselves. We know also that we do not

cause them. Hence we know that they must have some other

efficient cause, distinct from them and us.' *

Again :
' The real objects of sight we see, and what we see

we know. And these true objects of sense and knowledge,

* The Theory of Vision Vindicntcd. pp. 20-28.
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to wit, our own ideas, are to be considered, compared, dis-

tinguished, in order to understand the " True Theory of

Vision " as to the outward cause of these ideas : whether it

be one and the same, or various and manifold ; whether it

be thinking or unthinluug, spirit or body, or whatever else

we conceive about it, the visible appearances do not alter

their nature, our ideas are still the same. Thoiigh I may

have an erroneous notion of the cause, or though I may be

utterly ignorant of its nature, yet this does not hinder my
making true and certain judgments about my ideas ; my
knowing which are the same and which different ; which are

connected together, and wherein this connection consists

;

whether it be founded in a likeness of natui-e, in a geometri-

cal necessity, or merely in experience and custom.'*

It thus clearly appears that Berkeley, in common with

philosophers and ordinary men, admitted the existence of an

external something as the cause of sensations, which sensations

constitute the objects to us. Thus the question remaining

open is : Which is the most plausible hypothesis, the one

that interprets this something as an unknown suhslance, the

one that interprets this something as the very object of sensa-

tion, or the one that interprets this something as the direct

action of the Dicine Ayency '? The second hypothesis being

wholly excluded by the psychology of the schools (a mistaken

psychology, I conceive), there only remains a choice between

the first and the third.

' What is the cause of our ideas ?
' asks Professor Frazer.

' Impelled by the quasi-externalityofour perceptions, we natu-

rally regard them as determined from without ; urged by the

jjrimary instinct of reality, we naturally regard them as de-

termined from without by matter. The first hypothesis that

was excogitated to explain our sensible perce2)tions therefore

was the Theory of Physical Influence or Afllux. The material

films of the atomists, the matterless forms of the schoolmen,

the material properties and powers of modern materialists,

were so many modifications of the same hj-pothesis.' To

* 7/i( Theoiy of VUion Vindica/ed, p. 40.
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this succeeded the Theory ofHypcrphyskal Influence in the Car-

tesian school, especially in Malebranche and Leibnitz. Herein

God replaced Matter. ' Oar sensations were produced by His

power, but our ideas were participations in His intelligence
;

and thus the knowledge of the world of matter was a viaion

of the world in God. It was in this position that philosophy

was found by Berkeley, and it determined the evolution of

his system. . . . He held with his predecessors that mind

has an objective knowledge of a world of matter. He held

with them that in this respect the mind is conscious of

nothing but ideas. He held with them that these ideas

must have a cause. He held with them that these ideas

were not generated from within but were determmed from

without. With them he held that the external cause of our

ideas could not be matter ; and with them he held that the

external cause was God. But if God were the cause of our

ideas, why gratuitously suppose the existence of an unknown

world of matter ?
'*

The whole dispute then resolves itself into the question of

the cause. Our ideas, which are the objects, have a cause

which is not ourselves—a Non-Ego. This cause, says

Berkeley, cannot be material, because Matter is unknown

;

the cause must therefore be spiritual, because Mind is known.

Existence comprehends but two kinds, entirely distinct,

namely Spirits and Ideas :
' the former are active indivisible

substances ; the latter are inert, fleeting, and dependent

beings which subsist not in themselves but are supported by

or exist in, minds or spiritual substances '—a conception

which may be thus restated : There are but two existences,

namely permanent Organs, and transitory Acts ;
permanent

Minds, and their fleeting States. Ideas are not less real

because they are transitory ; the vibration of a sonorous body

is not unreal because it quickly subsides, to be reproduced,

the same (though not numerically the same) whenever the

body be again struck. Now the apptdse, or idea, which is

» Xortk BritUh Reriew, No. LXVIII. pp. 4.')7-9.

VOL. II. Y
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supposed by manlciinl in general, and by most plulosopliers

t-o come from an impiihe of Matter, is by Berkeley affirmed

to bo tlie impulse of God. God is the cause whereon ideas

depend, by whom they are ' imprinted,' ' suggested,' ' ex-

cited.' *

To those who hold that God is known, and the only Exist-

ence that h known, Berkeley's position is assuredly a strong

one. But those who demur to such a proposition, and who
say that we have no evidence to warrant the assumption that

God who made man did not also make a world in which man
lives ; and who affirm that this world is the non-ego which

directly cxcit^-s the changes in the ego, however indirectly

the excitation may come from God—those, and they are the

vast majority, will say that since our irresistible belief affirms

the existence of an external world. Philosophy has to decide

which assumption is more consonant with our irresistible

belief—the assumption of external existences independent of

our sensations ; or the assumption of a providential scheme

in which our sensations are the effects of the operation of

Divine laws, and in which objective existences play no jjart.

The answer cannot be dubious. The former assumption, as

more consonant with universal belief, must be accepted.

Berkeley, we believe, failed as a metaphysical Coijernicus,

because the assumption which he opposed to the universal

belief was less consonant with that belief than the assumji-

tion it was meant to replace. Had Copernicus not started

an hypothesis which, however contradictory to the senses,

nevertheless afforded a much better explanation of celestial

phenomena than was possible on the old hyi^othesis, he

would not have been listened to. Berkeley's assumption, if

conceded, carries him no deeper than the old assumption.

Idealism explains nothing. To accept it would be to re-

nounce a universal belief for a mere hypothesis.

While Idealism may thus be answered on the general

• PnoF. Fbazer, loc. cit., corri^cts the very common mistalic that Berkeley diu-

earded Substance, in discarding Matter; he simply replaced the material Substance

by a spiritual .Substance

—

i.e. the unknown by the known Cause,
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ground, Berkeley's Idealism may be sliown to involve a

special contradiction and a special difficulty. Its foundation is

the proposition that objects are ideas, their esse, or total ex-

istence, being percipi. If things are only perceptions, the

conclusion is obvious : whatever is not perceived does not exist.

Now it is equally obvious that many things exist which are

altogether beyond the reach of human perception ; and if we

deny the existence of whatever cannot be perceived, we

must deny the motion of the earth, for instance. To escape

such a dilemma Berkeley must enlarge his formula, and

say, ' Objects are ideas ; their esse is eitherpcrcipi or concipi'—
what cannot be directly perceived by the senses may be con-

ceived by the reason. Let this be accepted ; we may then

ask, ' Why deny the existence of Matter, yet afiu-m the exist-

ence of the earth's motion ? Both of these are conceptions,

neither are perceptions. If we are forced to infer the exist-

ence of the earth's motion to explain the perceived pheno-

mena, are we less stringently forced to infer the existence

of an external substance to explain the objects of perception?

'

Nor can he escape this dilemma by declaring that although

the motion of the earth is not capable of being perceived by

us, it would be perceptible were our fixculties enlarged, and is

l^erceptible to the higher minds ; it may therefore be de-

clared potentially perceptible. No doubt, if Motion exists, it

is conceivably perceptible ; but is not substance conceivably

perceptible ? Since the existence of both is admitted only on

the grounds of inference, and not on the ground of perception,

we are thrown back upon the previous question. Which in-

ference has the greater probability, the existence of objects

independent of ideas, or the existence only of ideas?

The whole question of Idealism is too vast to be argued

hr-re, even in outline ; I have only to present it as it appears

in Berkeley's scheme, adding by way of conclusion that those

who have followed the course of this History with attention

will not fail to observe how Berkeley's Idealism is at bottom

the much-decried system of Spinoza, who taught that there

was but one essence in the universe, and that one Substance.
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Berkeley also tauglit that there was but one, and that one

Thought. Now call this One what you will, the result is the

same : speculatively or practically. There may be certain

degrading associations attached to the idea of substance ; or

cerkiiu exalted associations attached to that of spirit. But

what difference can our associations make with respect to the

real nature of things ?

One great result of Berkeley's labours was the lesson he

taught of the vanity of ontological speculations. He paved

tlie way to that Scepticism which is the terminal morass of

all consistent Metaphysics.

i
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FIFTH EPOCH.

The arguments of Idealism carried out into Scepticism.

CHAPTER I.

§ I. Life of Hume.

r.
BURTON'S ample and excellent biography * would

furiiisli materials for a pleasant memoir, could we here

afford the requisite space ; but we must content ourselves

with referring the reader to that work, merely recording the

jjrincipal dates and events of an uneventful life.

David Hume was bom at Edinburgh, April 26, 1711 ; the

youngest child of a poor laird of good blood. He became an

orphan before his education was completed. His guardians

fii'st thought of the profession of law, but, owing to his re-

pugnance, he was absolved from that career, and was jjlaced

in a Bristol counting-house, where he did not remain long.

On coming of age, he found himself in possession of a

small property, too small for honourable subsistence in

England, but large enough for France; and he went to

Eheims ; from thence to La Fleche, where the Jesuits' college

and library were great attractions to the studious youth;

there he passed several years in solitary study.

A great ambition moved him : he was to accomplish for

* John Hill Burton : Vie. Life and Correspondence of David Hume, from the

Papers bcqncalkcd to the Eoyal Society of Edinburgh, 2 vols.
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moral science a revolution aiialogoiis to that which Bacon

had effected in physical science. His Treatise on Human

Nature, which appeared in 1737, was annonnced as an

attempt to introduce the Experimental Method into reason-

ings on moral science. It is needless to point out the pro-

found misconception of the Experimental Method here

implied; nor is it necessary to show at any length that

there was no novelty whatever in Hume's attempt to test

Psychology by experience.

In 1741 appeared the first part of his immortal Essays',

and in 1747 he accompanied General St. Clair, as secretary,

in the embassy to Vienna and Turin. In 1752 he published

his Political Discourses and the Inquiry concerning the Prin-

c!i)les of Morals. The appointment of Librarian to the

Faculty of Advocates in Edinburgh—the salary of which he

generously gave to the poor poet Blackloclc—placed at his

disposal a fine collection of books ; and this suggested the

undertaking which has long been held his greatest title to

fame—the Ilistory of England, the first volume of which

appeared in 1754.

For the literary historian there are two piquant episodes

in the life of Hume. The first is the ovation given to the

philosopher in Paris, whither he had accompanied the

Marquis of Hertford ; the second is his friendship and quarrel

with Eousseau. Both are copiouslj' narrated by Mr. Burton.

Hume died in the spring of 177G, leaving a name im-

perishable in our literature, although it is a name attached

to opinions which have roused, and will continue to rouse,

vehement opposition. In considering this it should never be

forgotten that so wise and good a man as Adam Smith could

publicly write of him, ' Upon the whole, I have always con-

sidered him, both during his lifetime and since his death,

as apjjroaching as nearly to the idea of a perfectly wise

and virtuous man as perhaps the natiu-e of human frailty

will permit.'
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§ II. Hume's SnEPTiciSM.

The marvellous acuteness and subtlety of Hume have

never been denied. His influence upon speculation has been

aided as much by the alarm his doctrines excited as by the

ingenuity with which they were upheld. If Berkeley met

with no refuters, Hume could meet with none. Antagonists

have generally been compelled to admit that the sceptical

reasoning was unanswerable.

Locke had shown that all our knowledge was dependent

upon experience. Berkeley had argued that we have ho ex-

perience of an external world independent of perception ; nor

could we have any such experience. He pronounced Matter

to be an abstraction ; which is true, but it is formed from

conci'etes, of which we have experience. Hume took up the

line where Berkeley had cast it, and flung it once more into

the deep sea, endeavouring to fathom the mj'steries of Being.

Probing deeper in tlie direction Berkeley had taken, he found

that not only was Matter an abstraction^ Mind^was an ab^

straction also. If the occult substratum, which men had

inferred to explain material phenomena, could be denied,

because not founded on experience ; so also, said Hume, must

we deny the occult substratum (Mind) which men have in-

feiTed to explain mental phenomena. All that we have any

exi^erience of is impressions and ideas. The substance of
'

which these are supposed to be impressions is occult—is a

mere inference; the substance m which these impressions are

sujjposed to be is equally occult—is a mere inference.

Matter is but a collection of impressions. Mind is but a

succession of impressions and ideas.*

Thus was Berkeley's dogmatic Idealism converted into

Scepticism. Hume, speaking of Berkeley, says, ' Most of

the writings of that very ingenious philosopher form the best

* Locke had already argued that we are as ignorant of spirit as of substance.

We know mind only in its manifestation; we cannot know it as a siAstratum.

Hume's argument, therefore, had a firm fo\mdation in the current philosophy.

He only concluded from admitted premises.
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lessons of scepticism wliicli are to be found either among

the ancient or modern philosophers, Bayle not excepted. He
professes, however, in his title-i>a£ro (and nndonbtedly with

great truth), to have composed his book against the Sceptics,

as well as against the Atheists and Free-thinkers. But that

all his arguments, though otherwise intended, are in reality

merely sceptical appears from this, that they admit of no

answer, and produce no conviction.'

Eemark also that Hume's scepticism, though it reduces

Ontology to a singular dilemma,—namely, that of either re-

fnting the sceptical arguments, or of declaring itself and its

pretensions to be vain ami baseless,—nevertheless affects in

no other way the ordinary judgments or actions of mankind.

Much stupid ridicule and frivolous objection have been, and

probably will continue to be, brought against Hume. Eeid,

from whom one might have expected something better, is

Buri)rised at Hume's pretending to construct a science upon

human nature, ' when the intention of the whole work is to

show that there is neither human nature nor science in the

world. It may perhaps be unreasonable to complain of this

conduct in an author who neither believes his own existence

nor that of his reader ; and therefore could not mean to

disappoint him, or laugh at his credulitj'. Yet I cannot

imagine that the author of the Treatise on Human Nature

is so sceptical as to plead this apology. He believed, against

his principles, that he should be read, and that he should

retain his personal identity, till he reaped the honoui- and

reputation justly due to his metaphysical acumen.' He
continues further in this strain, dragging in the old error

about PjTrho having inconsistently been roused to anger

by his cook, ' who probably had not roasted his dinner to his

mind,' and compares this forgetfulness to Hume's every ' now

and then relapsing into the faith of the vulgar.' *

If this was meant for banter, it is very poor banter; if

for argument, it is pitiable. But since such arguments

* Inr/».ir//, introd. § 6.
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appeared valid to a thinker of Reid's reputation, it is reason-

able to suppose that inferior men may also receive them as

conclusive. Hume shall therefore be allowed to speak for

himself; and he shall speak in the language of that very

Treatise on Human Nature to which Reid alludes :

—

' Should it be here asked me whether I sincerely assent to

this argument which I seem to take such pains to inculcate,

and whether I be x-eally one of those sceptics who hold that

aU is uncertain, and that our judgment is not in any thing

possessed of any measures of truth and falsehood, I should

reply that this question is entirely superfluous, and that

neither I nor any other person was ever sincerely and con-

stantly of that opinion. Nature, by an absolute and uncon-

trollable necessity, has determined us to judge as well as to

breathe and feel ; nor can we any more forbear viewing

certain objects in a stronger and fuller light upon account

of their customary connection with a present impression

than we can hinder ourselves from thinking as long as we
are awake, or seeing the suiTOundmg bodies when we turn

our eyes towards them in broad sunshine. Whoever has

taken the pains to refute the cavils of this total scepticism

has really disputed without an antagonist, and en-

deavoured by arguments to establish a faculty which Nature

has antecedently implanted in the mind, and rendered un-

avoidable.

' My intention then in displaying so carefully the argu-

ments of that fantastic sect is only to make the reader

sensible of the truth of my hypothesis that all our reason-

ings concerning causes and effects are derived from nothing

but custom ; and that belief is more properly an act of the

sensitive than of the cogitative part of our natures. ... If

belief were a simple act of the thought without any peculiar

manner of conception, or the addition of force and vivacity,

it must infallibly destroy itself, and in every case terminate

in a total suspense of judgment. But as experience will

sufficiently convince anyone that, although he finJs no error

in my arguments, yet he still continues to believe and think
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and reason as usual, lie may safely conclude that Lis rea-

soning and belief is some sensation oi' peculiai- manner of

conception, wliicli 't is impossible for mere ideas and reflec-

tions to destroy.' *

It is an illustration of the want of candour displayed by

Hume's ojjponents that they never quoted this very signifi-

cant and explicit passage ; indeed I never remember to have

seen the passage quoted by anyone. Let us ask, what does

the foregoing declaration amount to, if not to the boasted

' common-sense view ' that our belief in the existence of

matter is instinctive, fundamental ? Does not Dr. Brown's

admission that the sceptical argument is unanswerable as a

mere play of reasoning concede all that Uumc requires ?

Docs not Dr. Brown's conclusion that we are thrown upon

'irresistible belief as our only refuge against scepticism

equally accord with Hume's explicit declaration that we do

believe, and cannot help believing, though we can give no

reason for the belief?

' Thus the sceptic,' Hume adds a little further on, ' still

continues to reason and believe, even though he asserts that

he cannot defend his reason by reason ; and by the same

rule he must assent to the principle concerning the existence

of bod}', though he cannot pretend by any arguments of

philosophy to maintain its veracity. Nature has not left this

to Ms choice, and has doubtless esteemed it an affair of too

great importance to be trusted to our uncertain reasonings

and speculations. We may well ask, what causes induce us to

believe in the existence of body ? but 't is in vain to ask ivhether

there be body or not ? that is a point which we must take for

gi'anted in all our reasonings.'

After this, let no more be said about Hume's practical in-

consequences. Locke before him had clearly enough seen

and signalised the impotence of the attempt to penetrate

beyond phenomena, and had, with his usual calm wisdom,

comiselled men to ' sit down in quiet ignorance.' He knew

** Human Nulurc. part iv. § i. p. 2.50.
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the taslc was hopeless ; he knew also that it was trivial.

We have the means of knowing all that directly concerns ns

with a certainty which suffices for our wants. With that,

reasonable men will be content. If they seek more, they

seek the impossible ; if they push their speculations deeper,

they end in scepticism. It was__the philosophical mi

of H«ine_{tojidopt a phrase in vogue) to shoi

evitably all such speculations^jf consistent, ended in seep-
_

ticism._

' Men,' he says, ' are carried by a natural instinct or pre-

possession to repose faith in their senses. When they follow

this blind and powerfid instinct of nature, they always

suppose the very images presented to the senses to he the

extei'nal objects, and never entertain any suspicion that the

one are tiothing hut representatives of the other. But this uni-

versal and primary opinion of all men is soon destroyed by

the slightest philosophy, which teaches us that nothing can

ever be present to the mind but an image or perception. So

far then we are necessitated by reasoning to contradict the

primary instincts of Nature, and to embrace a new system

with regard to the evidence of our senses. But here philo-

sophy finds herself extremely embarrassed, when she would

obviate the cavils and objections of the sceptics. She can

no longer plead the infallible and irresistible instinct of

nature, for that led us to quite a different system, which is

acknowledged fallible, and even erroneous ; and to justify

this pretended philosophical system by a chain of clear and

convincing argument, or even any appearance of argument,

exceeds the power of all human capacity.

' Do you follow the instinct and propensities of nature in

assenting to the veracity of the senses '? But these lead you

to believe that the very perception or sensihle image is the

external ohject—(Idealism).

' Do you disclaim this principle in order to embrace a more

rational opmion, that the perceptions are only representations

of something external ? You here depart from your natural

propensities and more obvious sentiments ; and yet are not
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able to satisfy j-our reason, -which can never find any con-

vincing argument from experience to prove that the per-

ceptions arc connected with external objects '— (Scepticism).

This is the dilemma to which Ontology is reduced : out

of it there is no escape ; and Hume deserves the gratitude

of mankind for having brought Philosophy to this pass.

Mankind, however, has paid him with reprobation. As the

whole course of our Ilistoiy has been occupied in tracing the

inevitable result of all Ontology to be precisely this, our

readers will be prejiared for a different appreciation of Hume.

Let us therefore endeavour to define the nature of this

scepticism, which has caused such great alarm. Scepticism,

meaning doubt, and being frequently used to signify religious

doubt, has alarming associations attached to it. To call a

man a sceptic is to call him a heretic. And, \infortunately

for Hume's iihilosophical reputation, he was a scejitic in

Theology as well as in Philosophy, and mankind have con-

sequently identified the former with the latter.

Now, philosophical scepticism means a doubt jis to the

validity of Philosophy ;-^in other words7 a doubt only on

one particular subject. If I accept the consequences to which

the doctrine^THume leads me, am I forced to suspend my
judgment, and to pronounce all subjects uncertain? or iijijJL

P"^y tn prr(iir.nnf<^ gniijf. subjccts uucertaJH ? The-la4t«? ig

pjparly the only opinion I can entertain. What then are

the questions on which I must be content to remain in dark-

ness ? Locke, no less than Hume, has told us : All which

relate to Ontology—which pretend to discuss the nature and

essences of things considered as removed from all relation

to us.

This scepticism, the reader must acknowledge, has nothing

very alarming in it,—except to Philosophy. It is maintained

by the vast majority of thinking men—some from conviction,

others from a vague sense of the futility of ontological

speculation. Only the bad passions roused in discussion

could pretend to confound it with a religious heresy. Scep-

ticism indicates the boundaries of inquiry. It leads us from
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imjiossible attempts to fly, and instructs us how securely we

may run. It destroys Metaphysical Philosophy only to direct

all our energies towards Positive Philosophy. In the words

of Goethe, ' Let us not attempt to demonstrate what cannot

be demonstrated ! Otherwise we shall make our miserable

deficiencies more glaring to posterity by our so-called works

of knowledge.'

Hume was a sceptic ; and, consequently, early in life ceased

devoting his marvellous acuteness to any of the questions

agitated in the schools. His Essays and his History were

excellent products of this change of direction ; and although

he did devote a portion of the Essays to Philosophy, yet it

was but a portion, and one which gave* a more popular and

elegant exposition of the principles of his first work.

§ III. Hume's Psychology.

It was clearly seen by Hume that the failure of Philosophy

to^compass its ambitious aim was owing to a false conception

of the^cope of human_iutellect. 'The only method,' he says,

' of freeing learning at once from these abstruse questions

is to inquire seriously into the nature of human understand-

ing, and show from an exact analysis of its powers and

capacity that it is by no means fitted for such remote and

abstruse subjects.'* The sceptical issue fi-om his analysis

could only be escaped by proving some flaw in the analysis.

All our mental furniture being reduced to Impressions

(even ideas being simply the feeble copies of the livelier

Impressions), the philosopher may ' banish all that jargon

which has so long taken possession of metaphysical reason-

ings, and drawn such disgrace upon them. All ideas,

especially abstract ones, are naturally faint and obscure.

The mind has a slender hold of them : they are apt to be

confounded with other resembling ideas ; and when we have

often employed any term, though without a distinct meaning,

we are apt to imagine that it has a determinate idea annexed

* EnsajK, sect. i.
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to it. On the contrary, all impressions, that is, aU sensations,

either outward or inward, are strong and sensible ; the limits

between them are more exactly determined; nor is it easy to

fall into any error or mistake regarding them. When we
entertain, therefore, any suspicion that a i^hilosophical term

is employed without any meaning or idea (as is but too

frequent), we need but inquire, from what impression is that

idea derived ? And if it be impossible to assign any, this will

serve to confirm our suspicion.'*

Tn nthfr wrtrds, a conception which we are unable to reduce

to sen sibli^ pippipiits can have no obiective reality. I£jiLis_a

rslation. -Nvejnust exhibit the related terms. If it is a symbol,

we must exhibit the facts which are converted into signs.

Hume used the word Impressions in this wide sense :
' all

njir_ii]nrft livply pprcfp tions wTTen we hear, or sef̂ jTr^^eT. or

love, or hate, or desire, or williJ_a somii\vhat unfortunate

anibiguity, and one that was not cleared up by his distmction

of Ideas as tbft anrng^ Impressions in a less vivid form.

Nevertheless, although there was deficient precision in his

views, he was, I think, on the ti-ack of true psychological

discovery. That he had not clearly thought out the dis-

tinctions between faculties and sensations, or between sen-

sations and ideas, is obvious enough. Thus in treating of

the question of Innate Ideas, he says :
' If innate be equiva-

lent to natural, then all the perceptions and ideas of the

mind must be allowed to be innate or natural. ... If

by innate be meant contemporary to our birth the dispute

seems to be frivolous ; nor is it worth while to inquire at

what time thinking begins, whether before, at, or after, our

birth.' [What a complete misapprehension of the reach of

the dispute !] ' Again, the word idea seems to be commonly

taken in a very loose sense, even by Locke himself, as stand-

ing for any of our perceptions, our sensations, and passions,

as well as thoughts. Now, in this sense, I should desire to

know what can be meant by asserting that self-love, or resent-

* Essays, beet. ii.
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ment of injuries, or tlie passion between tlie sexes, is not

innate ? But admitting these terms, impressions and ideas,

in the sense above explained, and understanding by innate

what is original or copied from no precedent perception, then

may we assert that all our impressions are innate, and our

ideas are not innate.' In so acute a thinker, such confusion

is remarkable.

Hume perceived the difficulty of recognising Mind as an

Entity ; but his imperfect acquaintance with Biology pre-

vented him from recognising the other alternative, that Mind

might be a Function. In denying a mental suhstratum

analogous to the substratum imagined to underlie the quali-

ties of matter, he was left in a state of absolute scepticism.

He gave a logical unity to consciousness, and supposed that

this logical unity was all that men meant when they spoke

of vital unity. A metaj^hysician might reasonably object

that the reality of Mind was implied in the fact of impres-

sions : an implied something which is impressed, a some-

thing which feels and ideates : that something being the

mental substratum. A biologist would make a somewhat

similar reply. Hume says, 'Aii impressiqnfirst strikes^upou

the senses ... of this impression there is a copy taken by
the miaApTOlLipli remnins fifter the impressioit-ceages ; and

this we call an idc_a.' This is preposterous and vague : it

introduces an hypothetical Mind (whose existence he denies)

acting like a copying machine ; and when we come to leai-n

what this Mind is, we find it is ' nothing_but^ a heajj or

_

collection ofdifferent perceptions united together bx.C£ilaiQ_
relations, and supposed, though falsely, to be endowed_wit]i_

pcrfect_simplicityjjxd .id en tjty. '* What should we say to a

philosopher who asserted that a locomotive was nothing but a

succession of spaces passed through, and denied that there was

any motor, any real object, passing through the described

spaces ?

If mijid is a series of impressions, or, as modern psycho-

* Treal.ie on Human Saturc.
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legists say, a succession of states of Consciousness, what is

their connecting link ? Between any two states there must be

an interval, however brief, in which no object occui^ies Con-

sciousness. During this interval does Consciousness vanish,

to reappear with the next state ? Is there no continuity ?

The metaphysician answers : Yes, the Mind itself continues

and connects in one synthesis all its manifestations. In the

intervals between two acts, it is in the static condition ; in

the several manifestations, it is in the dynamic condition.

The biologist answers : Consciousness, being a vital process,

not an Entity, has its synthesis in the continuity of the vital

conditions. Just as a muscle continues to exist, as muscle,

in the interval between two contractions, so does the nervous

mechanism, of which Consciousness is. a function, continue to

exist in the interval between two acts of Consciousness ; but

neither Contractility nor Sensibility exist independently of

their tissues ; nor Can they be manifested when the vital pro-

perties are exhausted.

The metaphysician would assuredly reject aid of this kind,

even against Hume. He would assert that the reality of the

mental entity is testified by Consciousness, and is proved by

the fact that we say My body—an assurance that my body is

not me. Here the biologist would remark that the testi-

mony of Consciousness needs sifting by analysis. If we say.

My body, not less undeniably do we say. My mind.

Hume's assertion that the mind is nothing but a series of

i mpressions, wa8 _less the result of psycfaologicaT inVTJstigation

than of logical deduction. The arguments by which Berkeley

had destroyed the notion of a substantive Matter were turned

with equal force against the notion of a substantive Mind.

But, nevertheless, this sceptical suggestion, once thrown out,

could not fail to act like a ferment. It was a step towards

the biological solution ; a step which coidd not be carried

for until Biolog)' had from its side also approached the subject.
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§ rv. Hume's Theoey of Causation.

It is customary in speaking of Hume's theory of Causa-

tion, to bestow no inconsiderable acrimony iipon him. But,

in the first place, the theory is not peculiarly his ; in the

second place, his application of it to the question of Miracles,

which has excited so much vehement controversy, reduces

itself to ' this very plain and harmless proposition, that

whatever is contradictory to a complete induction is in-

credible. That such a maxim as this should be either

accounted a dangerous heresy or mistaken for a recondite

truth, speaks ill for the state of philosophical speculation on

such subjects.'*

The theory may be thus briefly stated. All our experience

of^^ausation is simplv. that of a constant siiccession._An
antecedent followed by a seq^ugnt-^rope event _foliowe^_hy.

, ^'V_
another : this is all that we experience. We attribute indeed^ ' 'i^^

to the antecedent a power of producing or causing_ the^

sequentj but wo can litivc no exporienco of such.a power. If

we believe that the lire wliich liiis Imrned us will burn ua

agahijjv;eJjeiLfiie_thisfi'om habit or custom ; not from having

ppTvW^ffl n,iiy_j^io«)p.i- in tbp tirp . We believe the futm-e will \

resemble the past, because custom has taught us to rely upon \

such a resemblance. 'When we look about us towards \

external objects, and consider the operation of causes, we are

never able in_ a single instance to discover any power or /

neceasary^^onnectionj—any quality whicli binds the effect to /

the cause, and renders the one an infallible consequence to /

the othfir. We only find that the one does actually in fact /

follow the other. The impulse of one billiard-ball is attended /

with motion in the second. This is the whole that appears

to the outward senses. The mind feels no sentiment or

inward impression from this succession of objects; con-

sequen±ly,tiiere_isjiot^in any single instance of cause 'audi

effect, .anything which can^suggest the idea of^ power or

* Mill: St/stcm of Logic, vol. ii. p. 183.

VOL. II. Z
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necessary connection.'* This is the wliolc of liis theory. His

explanation of our belief in power, or necessary connection,

i§ that_it is a matter of habit.

I know not wliether Hume ever read Glauvill's Scepsis

Sclent ifica. The title was one to attract him. At any rate,

Glanvill had clearly enough stated Hume's theorj', e.g. ' All

knowledge of causes is deductive ; for we know of none by

simple intuition, but thi'ough the mediation of their effects.

So that we cannot conclude anything to be the cause of

another hut from its continually accompanying it ; for the

caxisality itself is insensible.' Malebranche had also anticipated

him; and so had Hobbes. The language, indeed, of the latter

is so similar to the language employed by Hume, that I agree

with Dugald Stewart in suspecting Hume to have boiTOwed it

from Hobbes. ' What we call experience,' says Hobbes, ' is

nothing else but remembrance of what antecedents have been

followed by what consequents. . . . No man can have in his

mind a conception of the future, for the future is not yet

;

but of our conceptions of the jjast we make a future, or rather

call past future relatively. Thus, after a man has been

accustomed to see like antecedents followed by like con-

sequents, whensoever he seeth the like come to pass to

anything he had seen before, he looks there shall follow it

the same that followed then.'

This theory of Causation has been hotly debated, partly

because of the ' consequences ' which some have seen, with

alarm, to be deducible from it (for opinions are judged of

more by their supposed consequences than by their reasoned

truth)
;
partly also because Hume has not stated it with the

clearness which prevents misunderstanding. It is only to

the latter point we can here attend.

^JElien_EiiiaiL_assei'ts that experience gives no intimation

of any con/tt;cjjwLbetween,tjKQ _evente^^bijt only of their ia-

variable coniwtictioni=.'^hs^i~hs saya. that the mind cauuot

perceive a causal ne^cus, but_onIy an invariableness of antc-

* Eisiii/s. sect. vii.
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c.eilgneejind_sec[uciice, lia is, or seems to be, contradicted by

the consciousness of iiis readers. They declare that, over and

above the fact of sequence, there is always an intimation of

power given in every causation, and this it is vyhich distin-

guishes causal from casual sequence,—connection from mere

conjunction. The fire burns jjaper becaiise there is some

power in the fire to effect this change. Mei'e antecedence,

even if invariable, cannot be sufficient, or else day would be

the cause of night, the flash of lightning would be the cause

of the thimder-peal. In eyery_casa_of_causation there must

be an elemeiit_ of power-—a capacity of producing_ the

observed change—a nexus of some kind, over and above

the mere juxtaposition of bodies. If diamond will cut glass,

it has a power to do so ; the sharpest knife is without this

power.

So reason Hume's antagonists. Nor do I think they are

finally answered by resolving the idea of power into mere

invariableness of antecedent and sequent ; for they may reply

that the ' iiivariableness ' itself, which can never be a matter

of direct experience, is deduced from the idea of power : we

believe the fire will invariably burn the paper because it

has the power to do so, because there is a real nexus between

fire and the combustion of paper ; only on such a belief can

our expectation of the future resemblmg the past be securely

founded.

The ordinai-y belief of mankind in the existence of some-

thing more than mere antecedence and consequence is there-

fore a fact. This fact Hume a,nd others arlinif,. T^ecanse they

cn.nnot perceive the power, they declare that ŵ _have no right

to belifi££Jn it. JHunie insists upontheimpossibility of our

percaimig-jXQver—of our perceiving^auj necessary conngfir,

fir.r|__h'^t™'^p'T two eve-ivts^^ But, say those who oppose this

theory, 'Although we cannot perceive the power, we are

forced to lelieve in it ; and this belief is not a matter of

custom, but is given in the very facts of consciousness. We
perceive that some power is at work producing effects ; the

precise nature of this power, indeed, we cannot perceive,

z 2
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because we never can know tilings per se. Wlien a spark

ignites gunpowder, we perceive a power in tlie spark to ignite

gunpowder : ichat that power is, we know not : we only know

its effects. But our ignorance is equally great of tlie gmi-

powder : what it is, we know not ; we only know its appear-

ances to us. It might as Avell be said that we believe in

the gunpowder from custom (since we really Imow nothing

of it per se) as that we believe in the power of the spark to

ignite gunpowder from custom, since we really know nothing

of powder per se. We know nothing per se.'

I have marshalled the arguments, with as much force as I

could muster, into so small a field, in order to bring into

appreciable distinctness the source of the opposition to

Hume's theorj- on the part of many who have no doctrinal

distrust towards it. Before attempting an elucidation of the

difficulty, it will be needful to consider the grounds of our

belief in causation. As it is a fact that all men believe in

some power involved in every causal act, we have to ask, Is

that belief well founded ?

^Two schools at once present themselves. The one (that of

Hume) declares that the belief has no good grounds ; it is a

matter of custom. If I believe the sun will rise to-morrow,

it is because it has always risen. If I believe that fire will

burn in futiore, it is because it has always burned. From
habit I expect the future wUl resemble the past : I have no

'\___^|Oof of it.

The other school declares that this belief in causation ' is

an intuitive conviction that the future will resemble the past.'

This is the language of Eeid and Stewart. Dr. Whewell

would have us admit the belief as a fundamental idea—

a

necessary truth independent of and superior to all ex-

perience.

Both explanations are questionable. Custom or habit can

essentiallj' have nothing whatever to do with it, because our

» belief is as strong from a single instance as from a thousand.

'

"

WTien many uniform instances aimear,' sa}[8^ffumftj ' and

the same object is always followed by the same event, ive then_
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begin to entertam. thenotion of cause and connection. We
then Jgel a new sentiment, to wit, a customary connection in

tlie thoughtbetween one object and its usual attendant ; and

this sentiment is the original of that idea which we seek for.'

This is manifestly wrong. A single instance of one billiard-

ball moving another suffices to originate the ' sentiment,'

without further repetition. Nor is there more truth in the

assertion that the belief depends on ' conviction of the future

resembling the past ;
' this explanation assumes that the

general idea precedes the particular idea. When we believe

that similar effects will follow whenever the same causes are

in operation—when we believe that fire will burn, or that the

sun will rise to-morrow—the belief is siia'plyfollowing our ex-

perience, and nothing more. We cannot help believing in our

experience : that is irresistible ; but in this belief, the idea of

either past or future does not enter. I do not believe that

fire will burn because I believe that the future will resemble

the past ; but simply because my experience of fire is that it

burns—that it has the power to burn. Take a simple illus-

tration, trivial, if you will, but illustrative :-—A child is pre-

sented with a bit of sugar : the sugar is white, of a certain

shape, and is solid ; his experience of the sugar is confined

to these properties : he puts it in his mouth ; it is sweet,

pleasant: his experience is extended; the sugar he now
believes (knows) to be sweet and pleasant, as well as white

and solid.* Thus far experience is not transcended. Some

days later, another piece of sugar is given him. Is it now
necessary for him to have any ' intuitive conviction that the

future will resemble the past '—any fundamental idea inde-

pendent of experience—to make him believe that if he puts

the sugar in his mouth it wUl taste sweet ? Not in the least

:

* It will perhaps seem strange that we should select sweetness as an example

of causation. We selected it for its simplicity. No one will deny that the taste

of sweetness is as much an effect caused by the sugar as pain is an eflfect caused

by fire. But people are apt to overlook that causation is the properties of one

body acting upon the properties of another. They would call sweetness a

quality in sugar ; but the motion of a biUiard-ball thoy say is caused by another

ball.
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he believes it is sweet because bis experience of sugar is that it

is sweet. By no effort could be divest bimself of tbe idea of

its sweetness, because sweetness forms an integral part of bis

idea of tbe sugar. So we may say of tbe sun's rising : it is

part and parcel of our idea of tbe sun. So of one billiard-

ball putting a second in motion : our experience of billiard-

baUs is tbat they put eacb otber in motion.

Custom bas primarily notbing to do witb tbe belief. If

wc bad only one experience of fire—if we saw it only once

applied to a combustible substance—we sbould believe tbat

it would burn, because part of our idea of fii-e would be tbat

of a tiling wbicb bm-ns. Custom bas bowever, secondarily,

some inOuonce in correcting tbe tendency to attribute

properties to tbings. Tbus, a cbild sees a friend wbo givee

bim an apple. Tbe next time tbe Mend comes be is asked

for an apple, because witb tbe image of tbis friend is com-

bined tbe image of a man wbo, amongst otber properties, bas

that of giving apples. No apple is given, and tbis idea is

disturbed. Similarly, wbon all our expei'ience of tilings is

confirmatory oi our first experience, we may say tbatbabit or

custom induces us to attribute certain effects to certain

causes. Wben our subsequent exi^erience contradicts our

first exjjerience, we cease to attribut6 tliose effects to tbose

causes wbicb we first experienced ; tbis is only saying tbat

our subsequent experience bas dostroj^d or altered tbe idea

we formed at first.

Remark bow mucb confusion is spread over tbis subject

by tbe inconsiderate introduction of tbe word belief. It is

misleading to say tbat a man helievcs tbat fire will burn bim

if be puts bis finger in it ; be knows it. He will believe tluit

it bas burned some one else—be will believe in a proposilion

you make about fire, belief being tbe assent to propositions :

but to talk of bis believing tbat sugar will be sweet when be

cannot think of it otherwise than as sweet ; or tbat fire will

bum wben he knows it burns, is as misleading as to say tbat

he believes bimself cold when be feels cold.

Only from this misleading use of tbe word belief could the
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theory of fandamental ideas, or of ' an intuitive conviction

that the futiu-e will resemble the past,' have stood its ground

for a moment. If the proposition ' Fire wUl bm-n paper

'

were put to anyone, he would unquestionably believe it,

because his knowledge of the fire is of its burning properties.

The proposition is as evident to him as that two and two

make foui\ Although, therefore, he may be said to believe in

the proposition ' Fire will burn paper,' he cannot properly

be said to act upon belief when he attempts to light paper :

he acts uj^on his knowledge. Metaphysicians argue as if the

belief in the immediate result of an action were a belief in

some implied proposition about the course of natiu'e. It is

really a reliance upon experience ; nothing more.

We must distinguish between belief in existence and

belief in propositions. It is inaccui'ate to say that a man
believes in his own existence, as if that were a belief in a

proposition. But though a man cannot believe in his own
existence, simply because it is impossible for him to con-

ceive himself as non-existent, he may believe that he will

exist eternally, because that is a proposition, the converse

of which is conceivable and maintainable.

The primordial act of all thinking whatever, is, as I have

explained in the Prolegomena to this History, the making

present to the mind of what is absent from the sense ; and

this, which connects all intellectual phenomena into one

class, renders the accurate demarcation of them sometimes

impossible, so insensibly does the one pass into the other.

Thus when I say, ' I see it has rained,' because the wet

streets make me infer that the wetness was caused by rain,

my assertion is grounded on a mental re-presentation of the

absent occun-ence, precisely analogous to that which takes

place when I infer the sweetness of the sugar before me, or

perceive that the flower in my sister's hair is a rose, or believe

that the paper she holds close to the candle will infallibly

ignite if paper and flame come in contact. In each case

the inference, perception, or belief, is the re-presentation of

facts formerly present in my experience of rain, sugar, roses,
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and candles. "Wlieneveiv I forgot any of tlie attendant facts,

i.e. fail to make them present, I can only form an incom-

plete conception of the thing about which I reason, or infer.

Bad logic is imperfect re-presentation. In proportion to

the complexity of a proposition will be the liability to error,

because of the liability to suffer some of the attendant facts

to drop out of sight. Thus the proposition ' Fire will burn

paper ' is so simple, and accordant with daily experience,

that assent to it is instantaneous ; but the proposition

* Human life may extend over two centuries ' is one implying

so many facts which cannot be made present to the mind,

because not lying within familiar experience, that instead

of assent it produces denial, or at least doubt, which is

suspension of belief, which again is the confessed inability

to make all the facts present to the mind. That ' two and

two make four ' is the immediate and irresistible conclusion

of the educated man ; nevertheless, this very man would

jiause before assenting to the proposition ' Eight times three

hundred and ninety-six, make three thousand one hundred

and sixty-eight,' because he would have to make present to

his mind the successive steps of the calculation, and this

would demand an effort, great in proi)ortion to his want of

familiarity with calculations.

In spite of this identity of belief and perception, it is

necessary for the perspicuity of discussion to discriminate the

two, and I propose therefore to restrict the term belief to the

assent to propositions, and demarcate it fi-om those direct

inferences which are made in the presence of objects and

have reference to them. I would say, we believe in the pro-

position ' Fire burns,' but know that the paper about to be

thrust into flame will ignite. Such a discrimination of terms

will be found useful in discussing causation. We shall thus

see in what respect assent to a proposition, complex in its

elements, differs from the 'practical belief of mankind in

particular facts—we shall separate the belief of the philo-

sopher in the proposition ' Everj^ effect must have a cause,'

fi-om the belief of the child that the lire, which yesterday
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burned paper, will bum it to-day. Both beliefs are grounded

on and limited by experience ; but tlie experience of tbe

philosoplier is distinguished from that of the child by its

greater accumulation of analogous facts. The ' necessity '

and ' universality ' which, according to Kant, distinguish the

philosophical concept, and raise it above experience, will

be considered hereafter. For the present it is enough if we
have reduced belief in causation (or in power) to experience

of a direct kmd, not separable from any other intellectual

act, but alhed to all other acts in being the mental re-pre-

sentation of phenomena formerly present in experience. And
this will help us, perhaps, to reconcile the combatants who
quarrel over the idea of ' power ' in causation.

Thus whUe it will be admitted by the one party that be-

tween two events, named respectively cause and effect, no

nexus is perceived by us, over and above the mere fact of

antecedence and sequence ; and that therefore Hume is right

in saying— ' we only perceive this antecedence, and do not

perceive the causal link
;

' on the other hand it must be

maintained, that between those two events there is a specific

relation, a something which makes the one succeed the other,

causing this pai-ticular effect rather than another ; and this

subtle link it is which is the nexus contended for; this

relation it is which distinguishes a causal act from one of

accidental sequence. There must be a peculiar relation

existing between oxygen and metals, otherwise metals never

could be oxidised. The oxidation of iron is an effect like the

ignition of paper ; but it is an effect producible only through

a specific relation or cause. If cause is a Relation, the reason
\

of our inability to perceive it as an isolated existence, is the
j

inability to isolate a relation from its related terms. f^ttTis

not an object that can be presented to consciousness. Our

phenomenal knowledge must ever be limited to the mere

recognition of related terms. But although the relation is

not an object of perception, it is an object of induction, and

if it exist we may discover it.

All things necessarily stand related to all other things

:
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sometimes these relations are obtruded on our notice, be-

cause tliey pass from relations of coexistence into relations of

succession, and we name tliem causes and effects ; at other

times they remain in the background of unremarked coexist-

ence, and our unsolicited attention overlooks them ; we do

not then name them cause and effect. The carbonate of

lime, which I see before me as marble, suggests to me, in

its inaction, no conception of power, or causation, because

nij attention is not solicited by any successive relations
; yet,

if I had witnessed the action of the carbonic acid on the

lime, and perceived the motions which originally caused the

two substances to unite and form marble, the passage from

one state to another would have suggested the idea of some

power at work. It is clear that there must be relations

existing between the carbonic acid and the lime, which cav^e

the two to remain united, as we see them in marble. We do

not see these relations—we do not therefore see the caiise

—

but we know the cause must be in operation all the while,

although, in consequence of no changes taking place, we are

not solicited to observe the operation. Hence it is that

only successive phenomena are named causal ; and hence

is it that Hume was right in saying that, in a last analysis,

invariableness of antecedence and sequence is all that

experience tells us of causation; although he did not,

I think, state this position clearly, nor discern its real

basis.

This conception of Causation, as the direct Relation between

any two f)henomena, whether coexistent or successive, accords

with the conception that what is called the effect is itself but

the union of concurrent causes—the oxygen and the metal

co-operate to form an oxide ; the group of facts which we

designate as the antecedent, combines with the group of

facts called the sequent ; as when we say that ' Henry I.

died of eating lampreys;' by which we mean, that in a

certain condition of his organism the introduction of lampreys

was the antecedent to a whole series of sequences termin-

ating in death ; although wi.' are perfectly aware that the
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lamprey was not the ' cause,' but only one integer in the

sum of causes. The difficulty in fixing upon a true cause is

this very complexity of relations : only when we can be said

to know all the elements of a group, can we isolate one to

estimate its influence.

I have endeavoured to reconcile the two contending parties

on this perplexing question, and for all further discussion

must refer to Mr. Mill's chapter in his System of Logic,

where however there is a passage which seems to me quite

contrary to the doctrine he uj)holds. I allude to his strictures

on the dogma cessante causa cessat et effectus. ' A co^ip de soleil

gives a man a brain-fever : will the fever go off as soon as he

is moved out of the sunshine ? A sword is run through his

body : must the sword remain in his body in order that he

may continue dead '? ' * Surely this argument is tenable

only by those who identify a cause with the whole group of

conditions which precede, and the effect with the whole

group of conditions which succeed; and is not tenable by

those who hold cause and effect to be simply antecedent

and sequent. The solar rays striking on the man's head

produce a disturbance in the circulation, which in its turn

becomes the antecedent to a congestion of the blood-vessels

in the brain, which becomes a brain-fever; instead of one

succession of cause and effect, we have here a series of such

successions ; and if we could analyse the various stages of

the sunstroke, we should find that each effect did cease on

the cessation of the cause ; indeed, if an effect be nothing

but the sequent of an antecedent—and not the product of

some creative power in the cause—it must depend for its

existence on the presence of the antecedent.

Hume's Theory of Causation set Kant speculating on the

constituent elements of cognition ; but before we follow out

the development of Philosophy in that direction, it will be

necessary to trace the further development of Locke's in-

fluence in other directions.

* Vol. i. p. 413, first eJ.

o
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SIXTH EPOCH.

Attempts to discover the mechanism of psychological

action: the Sensational School.

CHAPTER I.

CONDILLAC.

§ I. Life of Condillac.

ETIENNE BONNOT, who became Abb^ de Condillac, was

born at Grenoble, in 1715. His life was passed mainly

in study, and was not varied by any of those incidents which

give interest and i-omance to biograjihy. He published his

first work, Essai sur I'Origine des Comwissances humaines, in

1 746 ; three years after, his Traite des Systemes. His other

works followed rapidly ; and established for him such a

reputation that he was appointed tutor to the Prince of

Parma, for whose instruction he wrote the Cours d'Etudes.

In 1 768 the capricious doors of the Academic rran9aise were

opened to him ; but once elected a member, he never after

attended any of its sittings. He published his Logique in

1780, a few months before his death ; and he left behind hini

his Langue des Calculs, published in 1798.

There is one biographical detail of interest, though I do not

remember to have seen it alluded to by anyone except Mr,

Maiurice,* and it receives fresh interest from the point of

resemblance it suggests in the lives of two other philosophers.

llAviiiCi! : Modern Fhilosophy.

o
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The influence of a woman's mind in determining the later

speculations of Auguste Comte, and those of another eminent

thinker, still living, is avowed by them ; a similar influence

is avowed with eqi;al candour and almost equal enthusiasm

by Condillac in the case of Madlle. Ferrand, to whom ' he

owed the illumination which dispelled his prejudices.'

He regrets her loss, and the imperfect state of his work

thus deprived of her revision. The merit, if there be

merit, he ascribes to her. ' Les vues les plus fines qii'il

renferme sont dues a la justesse de son esprit et a la vivacite

de son imagination. EUe sentit la necessite de considerer

separement nos sens, de distinguer avec precision les idees

que nous devons a chacun d'eiix, et d'observer avec quel

progres ils s'instruisent, et comment lis se pretent des

secours mutuels.' *

§ II. CoNDiLLAc's System,

We have seen how Idealism and Scepticism grew out of

the doctrines respecting the origin of knowledge. We have

now to see the growth of the Sensational School.

The success which Locke met with in France is well

known. For a whole century the countrymen of Descartes

extoUed the English philosopher, little suspecting how that

philosopher Avould have disclaimed theirhomage, could he have

witnessed it. Condillac is the acknowledged representative

of Locke in France. When his first work, entitled Essai sur

VOrigine des Connoissances humaines, appeared he had no

notion of simplifying Locke by reducing all Knowledge to

Sensation. He was a modest disciple, and laid down as the

fundamental principle that ' sensations and the operations

of the mind are the materials of all our knowledge—

-

materials which reflection sets in action by seeking their

combinations and relations.' (Chaj). i. § 5.)

In 1754 appeared his celebrated work, the Traite des Sen-

sations. In it he quits Locke for Gassendi and Hobbes.

' The chief object of this work,' he says, ' is to show how all

* TraiU des Sensations, pp. 48-55.
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our knowledge and all our facuUies are derived from the

senses, or, to speak more accurately, from sensations.' The
inclusion of ' our faculties,' as well as our ideas, in this

sensuous ori<:jin is however due entirely to Condillac. Hobbes

never thought of such a simplification. The divergence

from Locke is obvious : instead of the two sources of ideas,

recognised in the Essay on Human Understanding, it assumes

one source only—Sensation ; instead of Mind, with certain

elementary faculties, it assumes one elementary faculty—that

of Sensibility—out of which all the faculties are evolved by

the action of external objects on the senses. Nor was this

a mere phrase of Condillac : the principle is radical ; it

constitutes the peculiarity of his system. Speaking of

various philosophers, and quoting, with praise, the maxim
attributed to Aristotle, that ' Nothing is in the intellect

which was not previously in the Senses,' he adds, ' Imme-
diately after Aristotle comes Locke ; for the other philo-

sophers who have written on this subject are not worthy of

mention. The Englishman has certainly thrown great

light on the subject, but he has left some obscurity. . . . All

the faculties of the soul appeared to him to be innate

qualities, and he never suspected they might be derived from

sensation itself.

' Locke is the first,' he says, ' who remarked tliat the in-

quietude caused by the privation of an object is the principle

of our actions. But he makes the inquietude born of desire,

and it is precisely the contrary. ... It remained therefore to

show that this inquietude is the first principle given to us by

the habits of touching, seeing, hearing, tasting, comparing,

judging, reflecting, desiring, loving, hating, fearing, hoping,

willing ; that, in a word, it is from this arise all the habit.s

of the soul and body.

' Locke distinguishes two soui'ces of ideas, sense and

reflection. It would be more exact to recognise but one

;

first, because reflection is in its principle nothing but sensa-

tion itself; secondly, because it is less a source of ideas than

a canal through which they flow from sense.
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'This inexactitude, slight as it may seem, lias tlu-own

much obscurity over his system. He contents himself with

recognising that the soul perceives, thinks, doubts, believes,

reasons, wills, reflects ; that we are convinced of the existence

of these operations, because we find them in ourselves, and

they contribute to the progress of our knowledge ; but he

did not perceive the necessity of discovering their origin, and

the principle of their generation,—he did not suspect that

they might only be acquired habits ; he seems to have

regarded them as innate, and he says only that they may be

perfected by exercise.' *

This is far enough from Locke, who would have been

amazed to hear that 'judgment, reflection, the passions—in a

word, all the faculties of the mind—are nothing but sensation

which transforms itself differently (qui se transforme differem-

ment).'

Those who are curious to see how sensation transfonns

itself into these faculties may read Condillac's account. ' If

a multitude of sensations operate at the same time with the

same degree of vivacity, or nearly so, man is then only an

animal that feels ; experience suffices to convince us that

then the multitude of impressions takes away all activity

from the mind. But let only one sensation subsist, or with-

out entirely dismissing the others, let us only diminish their

force ; the mmd is at once occupied more particularly with

the sensation which preserves its vivacity, and that sensation

becomes attention, without its being necessary for us to sup-

pose anything else in the mind. If a new sensation acquire

greater vivacity than the former, it will become in its turn

attention. But the greater the force which the former had,

the deeper the impression made on us, and the longer it is

preserved. Experience proves this. Our capacity of sensation

is therefore divided into the sensation we have had and the

sensation which we now have ; we perceive them both at

• Ei-trait raisonne du Traiti dcs Sensations: (Euvras de Condiilac (1803),

iv. 13. Compare : Essai sur I'Origine des Connoissances, p. 26 ; and Logiqiie, pp.

25, 49, 83.
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once, but we perceive tliem differently : the one seems as

past, the other as present. The name of sensation designates

the impression actiially made upon our senses ; and it takes

that of memory when it presents itself to us as a sensation

which has formerly been felt. Memory is only the trans-

fonned sensation. Wlien there is double attention there is

comparison ; for to be attentive to two ideas, and to compare

them, is the same thing. But we cannot compare them

without perceiving some difference or some resemblance

between them: to perceive such relations is to judge. The

acts of comparing and judging are therefore only attention
;

it is thus that sensation becomes successively attention,

comparison, judgment.'

If ever the epigram of Leibnitz, nisi ipse intcllcctus, could

be used as an argument, it would be against this system.

Although Condillac's i)lausibility captivated Eurojie for a

time, there was a speedy reaction, sjiringing from the con-

viction that, however Condillac might identify the pheno-

mena, a real distinction existed in fact. He was quite con-

sistent. He considered that judging, comparing, numbering,

imagining, wondering, having abstract ideas, having ideas

of time and number, knowing general and particular truths,

are only different ways of attending; all our passions are

different ways of desiring ; and as attention and desire are

modes of feeling, it is clear that sensation ' envelop^ie toutes

les facultes de I'ame.'

Now the first objection which must be raised against this

system, though it is one which I do not remember to have

seen raised, is that it presupposes the existence of the very

Mind which it proceeds to deny. Condillac is called a

materialist, because careless readers or imcandid antagonists

have overlooked his plain and repeated statements of his

belief that there is a soul in the body, and that the sensa-

tions are only the occasional causes of mental operations.*

* ' Je dis la cause occasionnelle, parce que les sensatioDS sont les modifications

propres de I'&me, et que Ics organes n'en peuvent dtre que I'occasion.'

—

Traite do
Sensations, p. 51.
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Hence lie recognises the power of the mind to acquire ideas

even independently of sense ; which will be the case in a

future life. Nor is this hypothesis of Vdme, as an existing

entity, a mere make-believe phrase. The activity of the soul,

in sensation itself, is always presupposed by him. Thus, in

his famous statue, each sensation caUs forth judgment, com-

parison, desire ; and yet Condillac pretends that these faculties

thus called forth are only the sensation itself transformed
;

but, however he may name the process, the process itself in

no respect differs from that described by Locke, who also

taught that the mind exercised its faculties on materials

furnished by sense.

Thus, while he pretends to evolve all Iniowledge and all

the faculties out of sensation and the transformations of sen-

sation (which is to be his advance on Locke), we cannot but

observe that in his evolution the presence is tacitly admitted

of those very faculties which ai'e said to be evolved. In fact,

he confounds the faculties with the operations of the faculties.

Nor was there any alternative for him. In the absence of

the faculties which elaborate sensations into perceptions,

judgments, reasonings, the senses would never have raised

his statue above the condition of idiocy. A man reduced to

mere sensations would be like the pigeon whose cerebrum is

removed, sensitive indeed, but incapable of memory, judg-

ment, thought. Condillac was therefore forced to pre-

sujipose the existence of the mental faculties—the transform-

ing power. To say that sensations themselves were the

faculties, was equivalent to saying that exercise is the faculty

of running. The child cannot run until he has learnt to use

his limbs, but the exercise, in which this is leanied, does not

give him the limbs. Condillac was perfectly right in saying

that we are not born with our mental facidties ready deve-

loped, any more than we are born capable of running at

once ; and when he divined this truth he was on the threshold

of an important investigation, namely, How are the faculties

developed ? but he was unable to pursue the investigation,

not having a right Method. Instead of biological, he

VOL. ri. A A
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pursued verbal analysis. A vei'bal analysis of the plienomena

was approximately made, and this was accepted as a sub-

stitute for the analysis of organ and function.

The second objection is, that if the mind is a tabula rasa

as to knowledge, and is not even pre-existent as faculty

(according to the metaphysicians) or as organism (according

to the biologists), if, in a word, sensations and combinations

of sensations create both knowledge and the knowing faculties,

how can we explain the phenomena of idiocy? How is it that

brutes with senses resembling our own have minds so mark-

edly distmguished from our OAvn ? The sensations of the

idiot are as vivid and varied as those of a rational man ; the

differences arise in the cerebrations of the two. Condillac felt

the force of the objection respecting brutes, and attempted

to elude it, first by asserting that brutes had less perfect

sensations of touch, ' et par consequent il ne sauroit etre pour

elles la cause occasionnelle de toutes les operations qui se

remarquent en nous;' and secondly, bj' assuming that the

• soul of brutes was of an essentially different order from that

of man.' * To the first we reply, that idiots and apes have

the perfect sense of touch, without the perfection of mind

assumed as following from it ; to the second, that it is a mere

evasion of the difficulty.

Finally, if Sensation is the origin and end of all mental

faculty, how is it that men of vivid sensuous activity are not

also the men of powerful intellect, which they notoriously

are not ; how can such a case as that of Laura Bridgman

be explained?—a girl born deaf, dumb, and blind, yet ma-

nifesting unusual aad varied intellectual activity. The

biologist sees no difficulty here ; nor does the ordinary psy-

chologist. The one sees a cerebral organism, with its inherited

aptitudes, ready for its work ; the other sees a Mind, with its

constituent faculties. But the sensationalist has no such

refuge. Unless, indeed, he belongs to that biological school

which traces the development of Sensibility throughout tlie

animal series, and notes the derivation of the faculties from

* Loc. cit.
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organic developments, so that what was simple sensation at

first, gradually becomes identified with the form of Sensibility-

peculiar to cerebration. It was no such idea as this, how-

ever, which guided Condillac. He saw that sensation was

the origin of all mental phenomena ; and not seeing how the

faculties could be identical with sensation, he really pre-

supposed their existence while proclaiming them to be only

transfoi-mations.

I said that verbal analysis was accepted in lieu of a

biological analysis. This points to a jjeculiarity in Con-

dillac's system. It was his merit to have seen, and clearly

exhibited, the immense influence exercised by language

over thought. It was his mistake to have exaggerated

that influence, and to have drawn the conclusion that a j)er-

fect science is only a perfect language.* There can be no

doubt that when a science is perfect its language will be

perfect also ; but Condillac reverses this, and says that we

see science forming itself as its language is formed ; and in

simplifying language we render the science more facile.

Here he forgets his own remark, ' Parce que nous donnons des

noms a des choses dont nous avons uue idee, on suppose que

nous avons ime idee de toutes celles auxqueUes nous don-

nons des noms.' f

Words are the signs of ideas, and language is a means

by which reasoning is carried on, not the reasoning itself.

Condillac affirms that without names we should have no

abstract ideas ; but the reverse is true : without the power of

abstraction we should never need the names which are only

signs of the abstracts. ' Si nous ne raisonnons,' he says,

' qu'avec le secours de ces denominations, c'est une nouvelle

preuve que nous ne raisonnons bien ou mal que parce que

notre langue est bien ou mal faite.' So completely did he

invert the real process that he declared the art of reasoning

was reduced to a well-constructed language, ' because the

* ' Une science bien traitee n'est qu'une langvie bien fiiile.'

—

Langue des Calcnls,

p. 7. Comp. pp. 142, 163.

t Logiquc, p. oO.
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order in our ideas is itself only tlie subordination existing in

the names given to genera and species.'

Starting on tlie false supposition tliat a A^erbal analysis

could lead to anything more than verbal anatysis, it seemed

to him that metaphysics was capable of the same precision

as geometry, if only the expressions were as accurately deter-

mined ;
* and his analysis of the mind is a rcmai-kable

ilkistratiou of the facility with which a man may seem to

say a good deal merely by naming things in a new way. Let

anyone examine Condillac's genesis of the faculties, and he

will find that it is solely a process of naming.

I will begin at the beginning, and show that under the

one name of Sensation he includes two really different things,

that is to saj', two phenomena having different characters,

and although allied by a community which unites all the phe-

nomena of Sensibility, nevertheless as rigidly to be demar-

cated, in virtue of their specific differences, as any otlior

two phenomena. Sensation and Ideation are two distinct

functions. They have two distinct organs. To speak

of Cerebration or Ideation as the same phenomenon ex-

liibited by the organs of Sense—to call an idea a * trans-

formed sensation '—is equivalent to calling a musciilar

motion a transformed sensation. In the one case, as in the

other, a sensation is the starting-point ; in the one case, as

in the other, the starting-point is not the sequence. A sen-

sation stimulates a muscle into action ; a sensation stimulates

the Cerebrum into action. The Neurility of an ingoing

nerve is transformed into (awakens) Sensibility in the

Centre, and is retransformed into (awakens) Neurility in the

outgoing nerve, which again is transformed into (awakens)

Contractility in the muscle. This is the sequence, as I have

elsewhere endeavoured to prove ; and the sequence is alike

whether the final phenomenon be a thought or an action
;

the only difference being that in the one case the Sensibility

of a Centre is reflected on the Cerebrum, in the other it is

reflected on a muscle.t

* Esfai sur POrii/inc des Connoissanccs, p. 2.

t Fliijsiology of Cormnon Life, ii.
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By Sensation therefore must be understood that form of

Sensibility whicli belongs to the organs of Sense—including,

of course, those important, but generally neglected, sensi-

bilities which arise from the viscera and from muscular

actions. The Centres of these are the various sensory

ganglia at the base of the cerebrum and in the medulla ob-

longata, with the ganglia imbedded in the spinal cord.

Is Ideation the same thing ? It also is a form of Sensi-

bility*—the peculiar property of ganglionic tissue—but it

is a S2}ecial form, the action of a special organ. It cannot

be separated from sensation, any more than movement can be

separated from sensation ; but that it is the action of a

special organ, and subject to sj^ecial laws, sufiices to demarcate

it from the activity of the senses.

The point in dispute is so important, and is so intimately

bound up with the whole doctrine of the Sensational

School, forming indeed the battle-ground of all psychological

doctrine, that we must consider it with more than a

passing attention. The confusion of Sensation with Idea-

tion, is Condillac's systematic eiTor; but it is an error

from whicli few, if any writers, even of the spiritualist

schools, have been free. Explicitly, or implicitly, these two

phenomena have been regarded as two aspects of the same

thing. The rigorous demarcation of Sensation as one process,

from Cerebration as another process—each dependent on its

separate nervous centre—will be found in no psychological

treatise. Nevertheless Comparative Anatomy has succeeded

in demonstrating the independence of the organs of Sense

and the Brain ; although no one has yet succeeded in

detecting the true relations which connect these indepen-

dent centres, and make them act together. We know that

the Brain is as much an addition to the organs of Sense as

these organs are additions to the nervous system of the

* ' Les idecs sunt, comme les sensations, des manieres d'etre de Tame.' Con-

DiLLAC : Logique, p. 83. True enough ; but not the same manieres d'Ctre. Motion

and secretion are modes of vital activity, but no one supposes them to be the

same.
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simpler animals. Low down in the animal scale we can

detect no trace at all of a nei-vons system ; ascending a few

steps, we detect a simple ganglion with its prolongations

;

ascending higher, we detect a more complex arrangement of

ganglia, and rudimentary organs of Sense ; ascending still

higher and higher, we detect more complex organs of Sense,

and a rudimentary Brain ; till at last we arrive at man, with

his complex organs and his complex Brain. But so inde-

pendent is the Brain, that even in the human species cases

occur of ' anencephalous monsters,' that is to say, children

born without any Brain whatever; and these children

breathe, suck, cry, and struggle, like other children.

Granting this, we grant that the functions, Sensation and

Ideation, are as independent as the organs of which they are

the functions ; and although Ideation is organically con-

nected with Sensation, yet it is not moi-e so than Muscular

Motion is connected with Sensation.

It is customary to speak of the organs of Sense as

if they were simple organs : we must not innovate in this

matter, although we find it needful to remind the reader

that each special sense is really the function of a complex

apparatus of organs. The apparatus of Sight, for example,

may be separated into at least three' parts ;— 1st, for the

reception of impressions of light ; 2nd, for the transmission

of those impressions (i.e. the nerve with its Neurility); 8rd,

for the sensation (i.e. the ganglion with its Sensibility).

Of these the last only need here be especially considered,

and may be called the Sensational Centre. In this centre the

external stimulus becomes a sensation ; from this centre the

sensation is generally (not always) propagated to the Cere-

brum, which in turn may propagate the influence to the

muscles or glands.

Every sense, whether it be one of the five sjiecial senses,

or of the so-called ' organic senses ' (such as those of the

alimentary canal and of musciUar activity), has its own
special centre, or sensorium : but there seems to be no

ground for assuming, with Unzer and Prochaska, the exist-
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ence of any one general scnsorium, to wliicli these all con-

verge ; and I shall speak therefore of the Sensational Centres

as the seats of sensations derived from the stimuli vv^hich

act on the organs of sense. Considered as Sensational

Centres, they are perfectly independent of the Brain ; they

may and do act without implicating the Brain, for they will

act when the Brain is absent ; an animal deprived of its cere-

brum manifests unequivocal symptoms of being sensitive to

light, sound, &c. But in the normal state of the organism

these, centres ai'e intimately connected with the Brain ; and

the stimuli which affect them directly, indirectly affect the

Brain. Light, impinging on the retina, determines a change

in the optic Sensational Centre ; this change is usually

propagated to the Cerebrum ; and as the fu-st change

was a sensation, so is the second an idea ; this idea may
excite other ideas, or it may be so faint in its influence as

to be almost immediately absorbed, and then we are said to

be ' scarcely conscious ' of the sensation—meaning that we
thought very little about it : an example of which is the

little attention we pay to the clock striking when we are

engaged in study, if the fact is indifferent to us ; we hear it,

but do not think of it the next moment ; if on the other hand

the striking of the clock is not indifferent to us, the various

thoughts which it awakens make us eminently ' conscious of

the sensation.' In the heat of battle, a sword passes through

a man's arm, and nevertheless the wound is followed by no

pain or ' consciousness ;
' the stimulus which under ordinary

circumstances would have been propagated from a Sensa-

tional Centre, and thence radiating to the Cerebrum, would

have roused up manifold ideas, namely, of consequences,

what was necessary to be done, &c., is prevented from so

radiating, and is not carried bej'ond the Sensational Centre,

Not only can we have sensations without being conscious

of them—i.e. without thinking about them ; we can also

think with perfect freedom when all the Sensational Centres

(except those of organic life) are unaffected by any external

stimulus, i.e. when we have no special sensations. We do so
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when awake in bed during the stilhiess of night : the senses

are in rejiose, the Brain is active.

Thus the indejiendence of Ideation and Sensation psycho-

logically and anatomically destroys the basis of Condillac's

doctrine. But even on other grounds we may reject his

theoiy of the origin of knowledge. It rests on two positions ;

—^the first is the identification of all knowledge with sensa-

tion ; the second is the dogma of our faculties not being in-

nate. The first is the doctrine of Gassendi and Hobbes. It

is thus stated by Diderot, one of Condillac's most celebrated

jaipils :
—

' Every^ idea must necessarily, when brought to its

state of ultimate decomposition, resolve itself into a sensible

i"epresentation or picture ; and since everything in our under-

standmg has been introduced there by tlu; channel of sensa-

tion, whatever proceeds out of the understanding is either

chimerical or must be able, in returning by the same road, to

re-establish itself according to its sensible archetype. Hence

an important rule in philosophy, That every expression which

cannot find an external and sensible object to which it can

thus establish its affinity, is destitute of signification.'"

This is time enough, and has ah-eady been insisted on ; but

although ideas have their origin in sensations, they are not

themselves sensations ; they are formed from sensations, but

are not sensible pictures. The least experience is sufficient

to convince us that we have many ideas which cannot be

reduced to any seitsible picture whatever; or, to prevent any

of the ambiguity which belongs to the word ' idea,' let us

rather say we have many thoughts which cannot be reduced

to pure sensations. If the elements are given by Sense, they

are combined in new waj'S hy Thought. We can think of

virtue or goodness, of patriotism or scoundrelism, without

being able to form mental pictures of these ideas, although

each element in these composite wholes is reducible to a

sensation.

Now for the second point : Condillac, as already hinted,

* Quoted by Dvgald Steavart, I'/ii/osnp/iica! Eesni/s, p. ICC,
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was the first to catch a glimpse of the important truth that

OUT faculties are not innate— are not even connate; but he

hungled in attempting to trace the genesis of these faculties.

That men are not born with the powers of reasoning, re-

membering, imagining, is a proposition which will meet with

very little credit at first. A little experience and reflection,

however, show us that as the baby certaiul}^ cannot reason,

remember, or imagine, these being faculties subsequentl}'

and slowly developed, we must conclude that the mental

faculties are onlj' potentialbj in the new-born child (which is

saying that they are not there at all. See Prolegomena IV.

§ 52.) The baby can no more reason than he can talk. He
learns to do both ; and, before he can learn them, the powers

of his cerebrum no less than the muscles of his vocal organs,

must grow, be developed, and strengthened by exercise.

Man is no more born with reason tlian an acorn is bom an

oak. The infant and the acorn, though they contain that

within them which, under fitting circumstances, will be

developed into reason in the one, and foliage in the other,

cannot be said to have as yet either reason or foliage.

This important distinction is obtruded upon our experi-

ence in our daily observation of children. Condillac has the

merit of having seen it first ; but he saw it very imperfectly,

and failed altogether to make any good use of it. As an

example : He who told us that our faculties were not innate,

but were ' acquired habits,' tells us, when he comes to the

genesis of those faculties, that they spring into existence at

once—are born full-grown—the acorn suddenly leaps into

an oak. Thus his famous statue has Memory, Judgment,

Desire, &c., as soon as it has Sensations. This is enough to

show that if Condillac discovered an important fact, he only

stumbled over it, and knew not its significance.* Let us

hope that, if England is to produce any new system of

Psychology, this most important point will not be over-

* The only person who, to our knowledge, has made any use of this fact is

Dr. Beneke, who has made it the basis of his whole pliilosophy. See his Niuc
Pfycholor/ic, also the Lchrhuck dcr Psi/cholor/ic (Berlin. IS Jo).
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looked : tlie groAvth ami development of our faculties is as

much a part of Psjcliology, as the growth and development

of our organs is a part of Biology.*

But although Condillac must be jjrouounced wrong in his

identification of Thought with Sensation, the attempt itself

was a legitimate hypothesis, and had the effect of all hypo-

theses, in giving a precise direction to research. It was an

attempt to discover the mechanism of the mind : it could

not succeed because it was an attempt to discover a mechan-

ism by a verbal analysis of the phenomena. We shall see

presentlj', in Hartley and Darwin, a nearer approach to the

objective study of the mechanism ; but before doing so, it

may be well to glance at the exceptional merits of Condillac,

which secured for him an European renown.

Above all praise is the transparent clearness of his lan-

guage, and the painstaking effort to condense metaphysical

mists into tangible water. It was an unfortunate day for

French Philosophy when—in blind reaction against doctrines

which were misconceived, and therefore shuddered at—men
relinquished the clear language of the 18th century for

the vaporous eloquence, and the mystical jargon, which dreads

clearness as a ghost di'eads daylight. The descent from

Condillac to Maine di Biran and Victor Cousin is immense

;

and a deterioration of French Philosophy has accompanied

this fall.

Many excellent remarks and acute analyses will be found iii

Condillac's very readable volumes. I would direct attention

to his explanation of what Leibnitz and Hamilton have em-

phasized respecting the unconscious modifications of the

mind ; f and to the ingenious account of Memory as the

tendency of the fibres of the brain to vibrate in the way they

have formerly vibrated: 'on a des idees dans la memoire

comme on a dans les doigts des pieces de clavecin : c'est

* Sincfi this was written (lS-t6) Mr. Herbert Spenxer has expounded tlic

development of the faculties in his very remarkable Principles of Psychohyii

(1855).

t Essai siir l'Orir/i»c des CoimoissancCf, pp. 4.3 .vj.
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11 dire que le cerveaii a, conime tons les autres sens, la facilite

de se mouvoir suivant les determinations dont il s'est fait

une habitude.' *

Although Condillac assuredly was not a Materialist in the

strict sense of that term, yet, according to the lax interpre-

tations of antagonists, his system being one which ' led to

'

Materialism by its identification of Thought and Feeling,

and both with movements of the nerve fibres, the world has

discredited his belief in the spii-ituality of the soul. Indeed,

just as Descartes practically set aside all reference to the

Creator, by expounding a system of the universe in which

only matter and motion were factors ; so did Condillac prac-

tically set aside all reference to a spiritual entity, by ex-

pounding a system of Psychology in which only sensation

and its transformation were factors. The elimination in

each case was certain to be made by successors.f And
although, what is called Materialism I hold to be as entii-ely

beside the true science of positive Psychology, as the doctrine

of ' vortices ' is beside the positive science of Cosmology, yet,

in both cases, I regard the fundamental hypothesis in the

light of an immense advance. Condillac destroyed, at any

rate for a time, the metaphysical superstitions respecting

mental operations. He set aside the unknowable entity,

and attached himself to the knowable phenomena. Had it

not been for the supposed moral and political consequences

deducible from his mode of looking at phenomena, Psycho-

logy would now have been in a far more matured condition

;

but teiTor at the consequences produced a reaction against

his point of view, and thus j)revented a rectification of his

errors, and a development of his method.

Two great schools of Psychology have divided the atten-

tion of Europe ; that of Descartes, starting from pure

Thought, and employing the Deductive Method ; and that

of Locke, starting from Sensation, and employing the In-

ductive Method. The main defect of the first has been the

* Logique, ch. is. pp. 82 .<.}.

t See the chapter on Destutt de Thacv, farther on,
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l^rciloininance of tlie Subjective Metliod, wliicli has leil to

the disregard of the conditions of Thought, and all its mani-

fold relations to the external medium. The main defect of

the second has also been a too great reliance on this Method,

and an imperfect appreciation of the objective relations.

Occupied with the spirituality of the mind, the Cartesians

have attempted to deduce conclusions from their conceptions

of a spiritual substance. The rival school, taking an opposite

point of dejjarture, has been too exclusively occupied with

the senses, and has confounded Sensation with Thought.

The Scotch School of Psychologists attempted a compi'omise

;

but having failed to see that Psychology was a branch of

Biology, continued to employ the old Subjective Method—

-

with what results we shall see.

The doctrine of transformed sensations was a step in

advance, if only because it fixed the attention of psycholo-

gists upon the verifiable processes, and withdrew them

from interminable and profitless discussions respecting the

nature of the soul—its qualities as a spiritual substance,

its modes of action as a spirit. But the doctrine was in

no other sense an advance. It explained nothing ; it cmly

named anew processes already known. The traveller whom
we have seen attempting to exjjlain the phenomena of the

clock {Prolef/omena, § 19), after having rejected the hypothesis

of the clock being an animal, arrived at the conclusion that

the pendulum is the primary cause. Now, suppose him to have

been a disciple of Condillac, he would, ingeniously enough,

argue that the ticking, the striking, and the movements

of the hands, were all ' transformed pendulum-motions ;

'

which indeed they are ; but what is learned by learning this,

unless at the same time the mechanism of transformation be

displayed ? Would our traveller have known more of the

clock, by knowing that its phenomena were transformed

pendulum-motions? Would he have been able to regulate

the clock's action, or, when some accident had disturbed its

mechanism, would he have been able to repair it ? Brought

thus to apply his knowledge, he would have discovered its
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infertility ; the necessity for a real analysis would have

taught him the vanity of his verbal analj'sis.

This, then, may be said to be the significance of Condillac :

he helped to withdraw men from the contemplation of a

metaphysical entity, but he could not guide them in objective

research. Let us see how it fared with his successors.
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CHAPTEE II.

HA K TL E Y.

§ I. Life of Hartlet.

DAVID HARTLEY, the son of a Yorkshire clergyman,

was born on the SOth of August, 1705. He went to

Cambridge at fifteen, and became a Fellow of Jesus College.

Originally destined for the Church, he had scruples about

signing the Thirty-nine Articles, and gave up the Church for

Medicine, which he subsequently practised with great success.

When -only twentj'-five years of age, he conceived the

design and commenced the execution of his celebrated

Ohservations on Man, his Frame, his Duly, and his Expectations,

led thereto, as he tells us in the Preface, by hearing that

'the Rev. Mr. Gay had asserted the possibility of deducing all

our intellectual pleasures and pains from association.' Mr.

Gay published his views in a dissertation prefixed to Law's

translation of King On the Origin of Evil ; but, although

Hartley acknowledges having derived the suggestion from Gay,

it is clear to all readers of his work that he had thoroughly

mastered, and made his own, the principle of Association as

the primary law of intellectual combination. Hartley did

not publish his Observations till 1748, eighteen years after the

scheme was first laid. The year before, according to Dr.

Parr, he published a small treatise as a precursor to this work.

' You wiU be astonished to hear,' Dr. Parr writes to Dugald

Stewart,* ' that in this book, instead of the Doctrine of

Necessity, Hartley openly declares for the indifference of the

will, as maintained by Archbishop King.' And the reader

* Steta ARTS Dissertation, part ii. p. 355 of Hamiltok's edition.
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will be astonished to hear that Hartley does no such thing

!

Dugald Stewart, who had not seen the work referred to,

remarks that 'it is curious that in the course of a year,

Hartley's opinions on so very essential a point should have

undergone a complete change ;

' still more curious, however,

that Dr. Parr should have read the work and discovered in

it such a mare's-nest. The tract in question is reprinted in

the volume of Metaphysical Tracts by English Philosophers of

the Eighteenth Century. Prepared for the Press hy the late Rev.

Bamuel Parr,D.D. London, 1837—a volume precious to meta-

physical students, because it contains Collier's Clavis Uni-

versalis and Specimen of True Philosophy. If the reader will

turn to the third of these tracts, Conjecturw qucedam de Sensu,

Motu, et Idearum Generatione, without date, he will find that

it is nothing more nor less than an abstract, in Latin, of the

first part of Hartley's Observations ; and that the question of

Free-will is nowhere opened in it. I can only suppose that

Dr. Parr, unacquainted with physiological speculations, was

misled by the admirable discussion of automatic and volun-

tary actions (pp. 31-35), into the notion that Hartley there

espoused the doctrine of Free-will ; but I am surprised that

Su- W. Hamilton should have allowed the error to pass un-

con-ected in his edition of Stewart's Dissertation.

Hartley died on August 25, 1757, aged fifty-two, and left

a name so distinguished for piety and goodness, that it in a

great measure shielded his doctrines from the reprobation

they have often incurred when promulgated by others.

§ II. Hartley's System.

Combining a suggestion thrown out by Newton at the end

of his Principia, and in the questions annexed to his Optics,

respecting vibrations of an ether as the cause of sensation,

with the doctrine of Locke respecting Association of Ideas,

Hartley produced a system of Psychology, which is his-

torically curious as the first attempt to explain the physio-

logical mechanism of psychological phenomena. If not
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worth much as a contribution to Philosophy, it is very-

noticeable as an efiEbrt to connect intellectual with physical

phenomena ; and, however subsequent writers may have

ridiculetl, not without excuse, the vibrations and vibratiuncles

which Hartley substituted for the old metaphysical concep-

tions, it is certain that his.attempt to explain the phenomena

physiologically has verj' much influenced the thoughts of

succeeding speculators.

' Man,' he says, ' consists of two parts, body and inind.'

Does he mean by this to proclaim the existence of a distinct

immaterial entity superadded to the body ? According to the

terms of his definition, on the first page of his work this

seems to be his intention ; for he defines it as ' that substance,

agent, principle, &c., to wliich we refer the sensations, ideas,

pleasures, pains, and voluntary motions.' Yet the whole

system of vibrations seems to imply the contrary ; and, at

the close of the first part of his work, he declares that he

holds himself aloof from the question altogether. He will

not deny the immateriality of mind :
' On the contrary,

I see clearly, and acknowledge readily, that matter and

motion, however subtly divided, yield nothing more than

matter and motion still. But then neither would I

affirm that this considei'ation afi'ords a proof of the soul's

immateriality.' He thinks, with Locke, that it is quite

possible the Creator should have endowed matter with sen-

sation ; but he will not undertake to affirm it as a trutli

.

' It is sufficient for me that there is a certain connection of

one kind or other between the sensations of the soul, and

the motions excited in the medullary substance of the brain.'*

A more rigorous logic would have forced him into a more

decided opinion ; for this question of the soul's immateriality

is one vitally affecting the system of vibrations; and his

* Compartalso Scholium to Prop. 5 (vol. i. p. 33): 'I do not by thus ascribing

the performance of scneation to vibrations excited in the medullary substance, in

the least presume to assert that matter can be endued with the power of sensation.

It is common to all systems to suppose some motions attendant upon sensation,

since corporeal objects must by their actions impress some motion upon our bodies ;

'

and Conjecture juadam de Sensu, &c., p. 41.
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adversaries have liad little difficulty in sliowing the insuf-

ficiency of ' vibrations ' to explain the phenomena of an im-

material mind. Between the immaterial principle and these

material vibrations, they saw an impassable gulf: let the

ether vibrate never so rhythmically, it always remains

' vibrating ether,' it cannot become ' sensation,' or ' thought ;

'

nor does Hartley bridge over the gulf by the assumption of

an ' infinitesimal elementary body intermediate between the

soul and the gross body,' to which, and from which, the

vibrations of the nerves are communicated ; the radical

difficulty remains.

It may be objected, perhaps, that those who point out the

defect in Hartley's hypothesis are themselves open to a

similar charge, since they assume an immaterial principle to

be affected by a material change, and assume the mind to

be in connection with the body, following its alterations.

But there is this diiference between them and Hartley : they

do not pretend to explain how mind is aifected by body, he

does. They accept, as an ultimate fact, what he attempts to

elucidate ; and it is his elucidation which they refuse to

acknowledge.

His first proposition is, that, ' The white medullary sub-

stance of the brain, spinal marrow, and the nerves proceeding

from them, is the immediate instrument of sensation and

motion.' Modern physiologists maintain precisely the

reverse of this, declaring the grey matter to be the seat of

sensation and motion. I may say, in passing, that both

these positions seem to be erroneous in their exclusiveness
;

and that the white as well as the grey substance must be

present, just as the zinc and copper plates must both be

present in the galvanic battery.

Hartley continues : ' External objects impressed upon the

senses occasion, first, in the nerves on which they are im-

pressed, and then in the brain. Vibrations of the small—or,

as one may say, infinitesimal—medullary particles. These

Vibrations are motions backwards and forwards, of the same

VOL II. B B
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kind as the oscillatiou of pendulums, and tlie tremblings of

the particles of sounding bodies. They must be conceived

to be exceedingly short and small, so as not to have the least

efficacy to disturb or move the -whole bodies of the nerves

or brain. For that the nerves should vibrate like musical

strings is liighly absurd.'

The proof that external objects impress vibratory motions

on the nerves is seen in the continuation of a sensation,

' since no motion besides a vibratory one can reside in any

part for the least moment of time.' The vibrations are pro-

pagated by the ether which penetrates the pores of the nerves,

and the vibrations of the ether ' agitate the small particles

of the medullary substance of the sensory nerves with syn-

chronous vibrations, in the same manner as the vibrations of

the air in sounds agitate many regular bodies with corre-

sponding tremblings.' ' One may conjecture, indeed, that the

rays of light excite vibrations in the small particles of the

optic nerve by a direct and immediate action. And it may
also be that sapid and odoriferous pai-ticles are agitated with

specific vibrations, and they communicate these directly to the

small i)articlcs of the gustatory and olfactory nerves as well

as to the interjacent ether.'

He uses vibrations as synonymous with sensations. ' The

quantity of matter in bodies is always found to be proportional

to their gravity : we may therefore either make the quantity

of matter the exponent of the gravity, or the gravity the ex-

ponent of it, according as either w,ay be ascertained. . . , And
by a parity of reasoning, if that species of motion which wo

term vibrations can be shown by probable arguments to

attend upon all sensations, ideas, and motions, and to be

proportional to them, then we are at liberty either to make

vibrations the exponents of sensations, ideas and motions, ur

these the exponents of vibrations, as best suits the inq^^iry

;

however impossible it maj' be to discover in wluit way vibra-

tions cause sensations and ideas, i.e. though vibrations be of

a corporeal and sensations and ideas of a mental nature.'

The passage in italics ought to have arrested him. A
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little reflection would have disclosed that while gravity and

mass :nay severally be taken as exponents of each other,

because sometimes one, and sometimes the other, may more
easily be measured ; vibrations and sensations do not stand on

a similar footing'. The sensation must always be more easily

ascertained than the vibration—the latter indeed being hy-

pothetical. Since Hartley wrote, the advance of science in

this direction has been such as to give a high degree of pro-

bability to the general doctrine of vibi'atioias ; but even now
our knowledge of sensations is much more certain, and much
more easily ascertainable, than that of the vibrations actually

involved. We could not use the one as exponent of the

other, with the freedom of a phj'sicist choosing between

gravity and mass.

Let me here point out the radical insufficiency of Hartley's

doctrine of vibrations. It is an hypothetical machinery

substituted for that of Condillac, which adds nothing to our

knowledge of psychical processes. To call them vibrations

and vibratiuncles, or to call them sensations and transformed

sensations, enlarges not our horizon. What we want is to

trace the mechanism of thought ; the doctrine of vibrations

might help us, if from the known laws of vibratory bodies we
could deduce explanations of mental phenomena hitherto

unexplained—such, for instance, as the phenomena of po-

larisation and interference, in the case of Light. And I

believe such deductions can be made ; but not upon Hartley's

vague theory ; nor did he attempt to make any. Indeed, so

entirely aloof is the hypothesis of vibrations from any psycho-

logical process, as explained by Hartley, that when Priestley

abridged the work he omitted the hypothesis altogether, and

it was never missed.

To say that vibrations produce sensations throws little light.

What Ls the specific velocity and sweep of each vibration ?

That would be valuable knowledge. The researches of

modern physicists have measured with surprising accuracy

the kind of vibration which deteimines each specific sound
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and each specific colour, and which determines the sensation

of heat; but thej have not yet measured the vibrations

which determine touch, tickling, taste or smell. Hartley

never thought of descending from the generalities to such

specialities. He contented himself with calling sensations

vibrations, as his predecessors had called them motions of

animal spirits. In no respect can I detect an advance upon

the doctrine so well expounded by the Cartesian, De la Forge.*

The only eflect of the hypothesis is to make his work repul-

sive and slightly ridiculous in the eyes of some readers, and

needlessly wearisome to others.

Moreover, note how entirely the biological method was dis-

regarded even by a physician who had so far escaped from

the metaph^'sical trammels as to reduce intellectual pheno-

mena to vibrations. The clock was not ' taken to pieces

'

even by Hartley. Subjective analysis still furnished the

datum which objective analysis would speedily have disclosed

to be false, namely, that ideas were faint sensations, and

that both sensations and ideas had one seat.

But although, like Condillac, Harllej' failed to throw any

light upon the phj'siological process, he carried still further

than Condillac the fertile suggestion that psychological pro-

cesses were in truth physiological, and must be sought in the

organic mechanism ; and he has the immense superiority

over Condillac, that having clearly seen the significance of

the fundamental Law of Association, he was enabled to give

that Law an extent of application no one had previously

suspected. Nay, more ; he applied it to those physiological

phenomena which still intei-est and perplex philosophers,

namelj', the voluntary and involuntary actions. His twenty-

first 2)roposition, and the elucidations which follow, deserve to

be read even at the present day.f

The Law of Association, by which most if not all our intel-

lectual processes are regulated, has been cojjiously illustrated

• De la Fouge : Hcmnrqucs sur VHomme dc licni Descartes. Paris, 1729,

pp. 190-7.

t The studant may ;ilso conip:irc tlio passage in the Coiijccturcp, p. 31.
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by Scotch and English psychologists, though scarcely used

by the German and French ; and whoever sees the import-

ance of the Law will be grateful to Hartley for his services

in establishing it; the more so because the vibrations and
vibratiuncles have long since passed into the limbo of

abortive efforts, and Hartley's name is seldom cited.
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CHAPTEE III.

v.unny.

ALTHOUGH even more neglected than Hartley by the

present generation, Darwin, once so celebrated, deserves

mention here as one of the psychologists who aimed at

establishing the physiological basis of mental phenomena.

Erasmus Darwin was born at Elton, near Newark, on

the 12th of December, 1731. After studying at St. John's

College, Cambridge, and taking his degree of Doctor of

Medicine at Edinburgh, he established himself as a physician

in Lichfield, married twice, had three sons, and died in the

seventieth year of his age, on the 18th of April, 1802. As

a poet, his Botanic Garden (1781) by its tawdry splendour

gained hini a tawdry reputation ; as a philosoiihor, his

Zoonomia; or Laws of Organic Life (2 vols. 4to. 1794-6)

gained him a reputation equally noisy and fleeting.

Although couched in different language, Darwin's theory

is substantially the same as Hartley's : for ' vibrations ' he

substitutes ' sensorial motions.' By the sensorium Darwin

means 'not only the medullary part of the brain, spinal

marrow, nerves, organs of sense, and of the muscles ; but

also at the same time that living principle, or spirit of

animation, which resides throughout the body without being

cognisable to our senses, except by its effects.' The changes

which occasionally take place in the sensorium, as during

the exertions of volition, or the sensations of pleasure or

l^ain, are termed sensorial motions.*

The medullary substance, he thinks, passes along the

* Zoimririiin, vol. i. p. 10
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norves and minf,4es with the muscular fibres. The ' organs

of sense consist in like manner of moving fibres enveloped

in the medullary substance.' The word idea has various

meanings, he says, and to give it precision he defines it as

' a contraction or motion, or configuration of the fibres which

constitute the immediate organ of sense. Synonymous with

the word idea we shall sometimes use the words sensual

motion, in contradistinction to muscular motion.'

He then undertakes to prove the existence of these sensual

motions, and deduces from this proof the fact that as we
advance in life <all the parts of our bodies become rigid, and

are consequently less suscei^tible of new habits of motion,

though they retain those already established. Hence only

the 3'oung can learn ; hence the aged forget the events of

yesterdaj' and remember those of infancy.*

' If our recollection, or imagination, be not a repetition of

animal movements, I ask, in my turn. What is it ? You tell

me it consists of images or pictures of things. Where is

this extensive canvas hung up ?—or where the numerous

receptacles in which these are deposited?—or to what else in

the animal system have they any similitude '? That pleasing

picture of objects, represented in miniature on the retina of

the eye, seems to have given rise to this illusive oratory

!

It was forgot that this representation belongs rather to the

laivs of light than to those of life ; and may with equal elegance

be seen in the camera obscura as in the eye; and that the

picture vanishes for ever when the object is withdrawn.'

f

Had Darwin left us only the passage just cited, we should

have credited him with a j^rofounder insight into Psychology

than any of his contemporaries, and the majority of his

successors, exhibit ; and although the perusal of Zoonomia

must convince every one that Darwin's system is built up of

untenable hypotheses, Darwin deserves a place in history for

* Zoomrmia, vol. i. p. 27.

t Ibid. p. 29. In Bain's Senses and the Intellect, p. 60 sg., the reader will find

the old theory of a scnsormvi, or chamber of images, which Darwin here pushes

aside, .satisfactorily refuted from the physiological point of view.
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that oue adniirablo conception of Psycliology as subordinate

to the laws of life. So little has this conception been appre-

ciated, that not only are systems of Psychology constructed

in serene indifference to Physiology, but many of the ques-

tions agitated in mental Physiology are hopelessly entangled

because men will not, or cannot, discriminate between jjro-

blems of Physics and i^roblems of Physiology ; between

phenomena regulated by laws of inorganic matter, and phe-

nomena regulated by laws of organic matter. Thus the

questions. Why with two eyes do we see objects singled and,

Why do we not see objects inverted, since their images are

inverted on the retina? have puzzled thousands; and not

one of the attempted solutions has recognised the important

fact that the problems are psychological, not optical nor

anatomical, consequently cannot be settled by optics and

anatomy ; angles of incidence, and decussation of optic

nerves, have nothing to do with the idienomena the moment
after the Sensational Centre has been affected. We might

as well attempt to deduce the assimilation of sugar from the

angles of its crystals, or from the sand-like disposition of its

grains, as to deduce the perception of an object from the

laws of optics : the crystals and grains of sugar must first

be destroyed, and the sugar made soluble, before it can be

assimilated ; the retinal images must, in like manner, first

be transformed in the Sensational Centre before they can,

through that Centre, affect the Cerebrum.

That this is no gratuitous hypothesis, but expresses the

actual process of perception, in as far as that process has

been ascertained, may perhaps be made clear from the fol-

lowing considerations : When I say that the perception of a

visual object is a psychological act, not in any way explicable

by the laws of optics, or by any investigation of the anato-

mical structure of the optic apparatus, I ground that asser-

tion on certain authoritative facts ; for example, I take up

the vexed question of our perceiving an object as single,

although two images are formed on the two retinas ; and

instead of endeavouring to explain it by delicate anatomy of
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the i-etiua, or the decussating fibres of the optic nerves, I at

once remove it from that circle of discussion by classing it

with i^henomena precisely analogous. We see objects single

with two eyes ; but we also hear sounds as single with two

ears ; we smell odours as single with two nostrils ; we feel

objects as single with five fingers. How is it that no jjhy-

siologist has reflected on the bearing of t}iese facts? If

the ordinary explanations of optical perception are correct,

why do not auditory and olfactory nerves decussate, and so

the whole mystery be cleared up ? No sooner is attention

called to the fact of single hearing and single smelling, with

two auditory and two olfactory nerves, than we at once

cease to regard single vision with two optic nerves as any-

thing special, and we try if a psychological explanation will

not avail. I believe the explanation to be very simple. We
cannot have two precisely similar sensations at precisely the

same instant; the simuUaneousness of the two sensations

renders them indistinguishable. Two sounds of precisely the

same pitch and intensity, succeeding each other by an

appreciable interval, will be heard as two sounds ; but if they

succeed each other so rapidly that the interval is inappre-

ciable, no distinction will be felt, and the two will be heai-d

as one, because heard simultaneously.

The fact of our being able to see an image reflected on

the retina of an animal, and of our being able to explain on

optical principles the formation of that image, has very much
misled physiologists in their efiPorts to comprehend the sensa-

tion ; they have naturally imagined that in vision we see

the retinal image ; whereas, unless I am altogether mistaken,

we see nothing of the kind—we are affected by that retinal

image, as in hearing we are affected by a wave of air, but

do not perceive the wave ; or as in smelling we are affected

by the action of volatile substances on the olfactory nerve,

but do not perceive the substances. We only perceive the

changes effected in us by these agents.

The various Sensational Centres are variously affected by

the same external stimuli : electricity giving to the gustatory
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uerve the stimulus of savorous boilies, to the auditory nerve

the stimulus of sonorous vibrations, to the optic nerve the

stimulus of luminous bodies, to the tactile nerves the stimulus

of tovieh. Pressure on the eye causes luminous spots to be

seen ; we seem to see fire-flies. The pressure of over-dis-

tended blood-vessels produces spectral illusions, and we see

daggers in the air as vividly as any at our sides. Unhappy

students well know the ' singing in the ears ' produced by

over-study. Nor is this all : narcotics introduced into the

blood excite in each Sensational Centre the specific sensation

normally excited by its external stimuli : giving the appear-

ance of luminous spots to the eyes, of singing in the ears

to the auditory nerves, and of ' creeping sensations ' to the

nerves of touch.

The reason of this is that each Sensational Centre has its

specific manner of reacting, no matter what the nature of

the thing affecting it. While only certain things affect it

sensationally, all those which do affect it, do so in a specific

manner. Light, for instance, affects the optic centre, but

produces no appreciable effect on the auditory, gustatory, or

tactile centres ; nevertheless the optic centre may be affected

by pressure, by narcotics, or b}' electricity, precisely in the

same waj' as by light. The vibrations of a tuning-fork,

which affect the auditory centre as sound, affect the tactile

centre as ' tickling,' not ' sound.'

From these indubitable facts it is not difficult to elicit a

conclusion, namelj', that the character of a sensation depends

on the Sensational Centre and not on the external stimulus ;

that stimulus being only the cause of the sensational change.

Whether the retina be directly affected by rays of light

issuing from an object, or the optic centre be affected by the

pressure of congested blood-vessels, in each case we see, in

each case the optic centre is affected in that specific manner

in which alone it is capable of being affected. Consequently

inasmuch as the visual sensation depends on the optic centre

being affected, and does not depend on the formation of an

image on the retina, we have no alternative but to admit that
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the retinal affection is transformed by the Sensational Centre,

and there the impression first becomes a sensation.

It may be added as confirmation of the foregoing doctrine

respecting the centre as the seat of sensation, that Miiller

has cited examples of luminous spectra being excited by

internal causes after the complete destruction of the retina,

and ' Luicke relates the case of a patient who after the

extirpation of the eye for fungoid disease perceived all kinds

of luminous appearances independently of external objects.'*

When therefore it is asked. Why do we see objects erect,

when they throw inverted images on the retina? the answer

is, Because we do not see the retinal image at all ; we see,

or are affected by, the object; and our perception of the

erectness of that object does not depend on vision, but on

our conceptions of space and the relations of space—which

are not given in the visual sensation, but are ideal concep-

tions : conceptions which are acqiiired in a complicated series

of inferences, according to most philosophers ; which are

' forms of intuition,' according to Kant ; but which are by

no school held to be immediate elements of optical sen-

sation.

We thus return to the position that in every act of con-

sciousness the impression on the nerve becomes transformed

into a sensation only in the Sensational Centre ; and the old

theories of ' eidola,' ' images,' ' impressions,' are seen to be

untenable. Just as the crystals of sugar have to be decom-

posed, and the sugar transformed into glucose, the glucose

transformed into lactic acid, before sugar can be assimilable

in the organism, so have the retinal images to be decomposed

in the optic centre before a visual sensation can be produced.

Attempt a more direct process, and failure is inevitable :

cane-sugar injected into the veins is expelled in the urine

as a foreign substance, not assimilable ; and, in like manner,

the most dexterous adjustment of rays of light falling imme-

diately on the optic ganglion, not transmitted thereto by the

optic nerve, would produce no visual sensation.

* Mui.LEB : rhiisiology. Eng. Trans, i. 1072.
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To call sensations and ideas by the vague name of motions,

is to violate the conditions of lAilosophic language, and to

mislead those who accept it into the belief that an explana-

tion has been given in the change of term. That Darwin

was by it misled into absurdity will be apparent in the fol-

lowing attemjit to explain perception :

—

' No one will deny,' he says, * that the medulla of the

brain and nerves has a certain figure ; which, as it is diffused

through nearly the whole of the body, must have nearly the

figure of that body. Now it follows that the spirit of ani-

mation, or living principle, as it occupies this medulla and

no other part, has also the same figure as the medulla . . .

which is neai'ly the figure of the body. When the idea of

solidity is excited, a part of the extensive organ of touch is

compressed by some external body, and this part of the

sensorium so compressed exactly resembles in figure the

figure of the body that compressed it. Hence when we

acquire the idea of solidity wc acquire at the same time the

idea of fifjurc ; and this idea of figure, or motion of a part

of the organ of touch, exactly resembles in its figure the

figure of the body that occasions it ; and thus exactly

acquaints us with this property of the external world.'*

He is thus brought back to the old conception of the

mind being ' impressed ' by the exact forms of objects, as

wax is impressed by a seal. As he proceeds he gets more

and more absurd. Thus he says, although ' there may exist

beings in the universe that have not the property of solidity

;

that is, which can possess any part of space at the same

time that it is occupied by other bodies
; yet there may be

other beings that can assume this projiertxj of solidity or

disrobe themselves of it occasionally, as we are taught of spirits

and of angels ; and it would seem that the spiVtf of animation

must be endued with this property, otherwise how could it oc-

casionally give motion to the limbs of animals ?—or be itself

stimulated intomotion by the obtrusions of surrounding bodies,

as of light or odour? 't He is led to this by the Spinozistic

» Zvonoi.iia, pp. 111-12. t /''"'• V- 114.
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axiom, that ' no two things can influence or affect each other

which have not some i^roperty common to both of them,'

which axiom destroys the possibility of spirit acting- on body.

Hartley, as we saw, tried to get over this difficulty by as-

suming the existence of a substance intermediate between

bod}' and spirit. Darwin finds it easy to assume that

the spirit has the power of putting on or putting off

the properties of matter just as it pleases. ' Hence the

spirit of animation at the time it communicates or receives

motion from solid bodies must itself possess some property

of solidity. And at the time it receives other kinds of

motion from light, it must possess that property which light

l^ossesses to communicate that motion named Visibility. In

like manner it possesses Saporosity, Odorosity, Tangibility,

and Audibility.' *

This is enough to show how little Darwin understood the

real value of his luminous idea respecting Psychology based

on the laws of life ; enough also to make everyone under-

stand how philosophers rebelled against such ' materialism

'

as issued from the explanation of mental phenomena by
' sensory motions.' Before finally quitting the Zoonomia we

must pause a moment over the exidanation of our feeling

for Beaut}'. He describes the sensations of the babe when
' soon after it is born into this cold world it is applied to its

mother's warm bosom,' and the agreeable influences which

thus grow up in the mind associated with the form of the

bosom, ' which the infant embraces with its hands, presses

with its lips, and watches with its eyes ; and thus acquii-es

more accurate ideas of the form than of the odour, and

flavour, or warmth, which it perceives by its other senses.

And hence in our niaturer years, when any object of vision

is jjresented to us, which by its waving or spiral lines, bears

any similitude to the form of the female bosom,—whether it

be found in a landscape with soft gradations of rising and

descending surface, or in the form of some antique vases, or

• Zoonomia, i. 115.
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in the works of ihe pencil or chisel—we feel a general

glow of delight which seems to influence all our senses;

and if the object be not too large, we experience an attrac-

tion to embrace it with our arms, and to salute it with our

lips, as we did in onr eai-ly infancy the bosom of our mother.'*

One of the happiest illustrations of the generally false saying,

that ridicule is a test of truth, is the reply of Sheridan to

this theory of Beauty. ' I suppose,' said he, ' that the child

brought up by hand would feel all these emotions at the

sight of a wooden spoon !

'

* Zoonomia, i. Mb.
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CHAPTER IV.

DESTUTT DE TRACY.

rpHE germinal error of Descartes was developed by Spinoza

-1- into a system from wliieli Philosophy shrank back ap-

palled. The germinal error of Locke was developed by

Bei'keley and Hume into systems equally repugnant to com-

mon-sense. The gei-minal error of Condillac was developed

by the Sensational School, and received its logical expres-

sion in Destutt de Tracy : and Philosophy in alarm once

more threw herself into the arms of the theological party,

calling upon Metaphysics and Rhetoric for aid in her distress.

Condillac, as we have seen, admitted the existence of a

spiritual entity, over and above the fticulties and their acts

(which he identified with sensations). But in his sj-stem

this entity was a superfluous existence. It was altogether

inoperative ; being neither the seat of the mind's actions, nor

the shaping cause of them. The faculties, which Locke had

vaguely presujjposed as existent in every mind, Condillac

declared to be evolved in the act of sensation. Now De Tracy

came to suppress Condillac's inoperative entity. Laplace

told Napoleon that the simple reason why, in his exposition

of the system of the world, he had not mentioned the Creator,

was because ' he had no need of that hypothesis.' In the

same way De Tracy had no need of the hypothesis of a

spiritual entity, in expounding the system of mental phe-

nomena.

Antoine Louis Claude Destutt de Tracy was born July 20,

1754. His family was of Scotch extraction. The clan Stutt

having sei^t four of its sons to join the Douglas in his

defence of Charles VII. against the English, these young

soldiers, after serving in the Garde ecossaise of Charles and
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Louis XI., were endowed with lands in the Berri ; and from

one of theui, married to a De Tracy of Nivernais, descended

the philosojiher.

After serving a brilliant career as a soldier, De Tracy-

joined the revolutionary party and sat in the Constituent

Assembly by the side of Lafayette. Becoming suspect, like

so many other jiatriots, he was imprisoned, and would as-

suredly have perished on the 11th Thermidor—the day fixed

for his trial—had not the memorable events of the 9th Ther-

midor suddenly put an end to the Keign of Terror. It was

during his imprisonment, indeed only four days before the

l)th Thermidor, that he conceived the design of the system

he was afterwards to develop. Having previously pi-ei^ared

himself for scientific investigation by assiduously following

in the footsteps of Fonrcroy and Laivoisier, he resolved on

analysing Thought as these great investigators analysed

Matter.

Condillac was his guide. From him was borrowed the

principle that sensation was not simjjly the primitive element

of all intelligence, but the solo element. All the faculties,

all the acts of the mind, were reduced to sensation. ' On
voit que je reunis et confonds dansla faculte generalede sentir,

ce que Ton a coutume de distinguer en uffcclions et connais-

sances, et ce qu'on appelle souvent, en tei-mes meta2)horiques

et pen exacts, Tesprit et le cccur. Effectivement, je crois que

. cette division n'est pas fondee.'* There were four funda-

mental acts : perception, which was the sensation of objects

;

memory, the sensation of remembrances
;

judgment, the

sensation of relations ; and will, the sensation of desires.

The three first faculties are our means of acquiring know-

ledge. The fourth is our means of action. That all four

are due to the senses is evident. The external object pro-

duces an impression on our nerves, and the nerves, by a

movement peculiar to them, transmit this impression to the

brain. The brain, which is endowed with a peculiar force [not

defined or otherwise described] receives the impression, and

• Jd^jh/jie, Paris, 1825, iii. p. 102. Lrjf/iqn'\ ebap. ii.
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converts it into (1) a perception, if the object be present; into

(2) a remembrance, if the object be absent ; into (3) a relation,

if several objects at once bring the image of their resem-

blances or their differences ; into (4) a ratiocination, if there

are several relations ; and, finally, if the object rouses desire,

it provokes another movement to satisfy it ; and this pro-

duces action, as the previous movement produced knowledge.

Thus knowing and willing are the resultants of two organic

operations, one dependent on the other.

It is needless, after what has already been said, to point

out the defects of this system. All we have to note here is

its logical development of Condillac's germinal error. As in

Coudillac, we find in De Tracy much admirable analysis, and

some suggestions which Psychology may profit by. One

luminous principle he had conceived, namely, that Psycho-

logy is a part of Biology ; LHdeologie est une partie de la

zoologie. It was this principle which Cabanis asserted still

more effectively.
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CHAPTEE V.

PIEREE JEAN GEORGES CABANIS was born on the

5tb of June, 1757, at Conac near Brives. The dear

friend of De Tracy, he Avas both prized as a thinker by

Turgot, D'Holbaeh, Franklin, Condorcet, Mirabean, Diderot,

and D'Alenibert, and prized as a physician by immerous

patients. He died on the Gth of May, 1808.

We have traced the course of psychological investigation

in its attempts to detect the mechanism of mind up to the

point it had attained in the system of De Tracy. The

announcement that ideology was a part of zoology, is but

the systematic expression of a tendency dimly discernible

even in Locke, who, as Victor Cousin complains, is fond of

drawing facts from savages, children, and animals. Con-

diUac in his Traite des Animaux had boldly claimed the

validity of inferences deducible from animals ; but a thorough

api)lication of the Comparative Method was not practicable

at that period.

The prejudices of that age forbade it. The ignorance of

that age made it impossible. Compai-ative Physiology is

little older than Goethe, and Comparative Psychology is only

now glimmering in the minds of men as a possibility. If

men formerly thought they could understand man's body by

dissecting it, and did not need the light thrown thereon by

the dissection of animals ; they were still less likely to seek

psychical illustrations in animals, denying, as they did, that

animals had minds.

The school of Locke, therefore, although regarding Mind

as a property of matter, consequently directing attention to
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the human organism, trying to imderstand the mechanism of

sensation, ;uid thus dealing witli tangible realities instead of

with impalpable and ever-shifting entities, was really incom.-

petent to solve the problems it had set itself, because its

Method was imperfect, and its knowledge incomplete. The

good effect of its labours was positive ; the evil, negative.

Following out this positive tendency, we saw Hartley and

Darwin advancing still nearer to a true Method;—by a bold

hypothesis, making the phenomena dependent on vibrations

in the nerves ; thus leading to a still more precise and definite

consideration of the organism.

These were, however, tentatives guided by no distinct con-

ception of the necessary relation between organ and func-

tion ; and the commencement of the biological Method,

truly so called, must be sought in the work of Cabanis

:

Rapports die Physique et du Moral de VHonime.*

A discii^le of Condillac, he nevertheless saw, more dis-

tinctly than any man before him, one radical vice of Con-

dillac's system, namely, the limitation of mental phenomena

to sensations, and the non-recognition of connate instincts.

If sensation were the admitted source of all mental pheno-

mena (and Cabanis rightly made these phenomena include

more than ' ideas '), it became the duty of philosophers to

examine the nature of sensation itself. ' No one,' he says,

' had clearly explained in what the act of sensibility consists.

Does it always presuppose consciousness and distinct percep-

tion? And must we refer to some other property of the living

body all those unperceived impressions and movements in

which volition has no part?' To put this question was to

inaugurate a new study. It became necessary to examine

whether all mental phenomena were not reducible to the

fundamental laws of Sensibility. ' All the while that the

Intellect is judging and the Will is desiring or rejecting,

* This work originally appeared as a series of Mimoires read before the Institute

(1798-99). It was published as a separate book in 1802, under the title Traiti du
rhysiquc ct du Moral de VHomme; which title is also borne by the second edition

of 1805. Not until 1815, and after the death of Cabanis, was the woiA Rapports

substituted for Traiti:
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many other functions are going on, all more or less neces-

sary to the preservation of life. Have these diverse opera-

tions any influence, the one on the other ? And is it possible

from the consideration of different physical and moral states,

which are observed siniultanconsl}-, to seize the relations

which connect the most striking phenomena, with such pre-

cision as to be certain that in the other less obvious cases, if

the connection is less easily detected, it is so simply because

the indications are too fugitive ?

'

This conception of a possible Psj'chology is in itself enough

to mark for ever the place of Cabanis in the History of Phi-

losophy. It establishes Psychology as one branch of the

great science of Life. It connects the operations of intelli-

gence and volition with the origin of all vital movements.

It makes Life and Mind correlatives. This was a revival of

the great truth clearly recognised by Aristotle, from whom it

descended to the Schoolmen. ' Impossibile est,' says Aquinas,

very emphatically, ' in uno homine esse plures animas per

essentiam difFerentes, sed una tantum est anima intellectiva,

quaj vegetativaj et sensitivae et intellectivae officiis fungitur.'

The division of Life and Mind as two distinct entities was

introduced by the Italians of the Renaissance, adopted by

Descartes and Bacon, and once more rejected by Stahl, who
returned to the Aristotelian conception. With the fall of

Stahl's doctrine, the separation of Mind from Life again be-

came the dictum of the schools, until Cabanis ; no one since

Cabanis seems to have been thoroughly impressed with the

unity of the two tiU Mr. Herbert Spencer presented it as the

basis of psychological induction.* The consequences were

immediate : if Mind was to be studied as one aspect of Life,

it could only be efficiently studied on that inductive and ex-

perimental Method which had reached the certain truths of

positive science :
' Les principes finidamentaux seraient egale-

ment solides ; elles se formeraient egalement par I'etude

severe et par la composition des faits ; elles s'etendraient par

* Spen'ceb : Frbicqjks of Psycholoyy, 1 855.
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les memos methodes de raisonnement.' Cabanis warns liis

readei-s that they will find notliing of what is called Meta-

physics ill his book; they will only find physiological re-

searches, ' 7nais dirigees vers I'etude particidiere d'un ordre de

fonctioHs.'

In the purely physiological direction, indeed, Cabanis had

many predecessors, from Willis in the middle of the seven-

teenth century, to Prochaska, who preceded Cabanis by one

year only.* The nervous system had of course been studied

by physiologists, and this study led them to form psychological

theories ; but although we may find elsewhere, especially in

Unzer and Prochaska, sounder views of the physiology of the

nervous system, we find nowhere so clear and large a concep-

tion of physiological Psychology as in Cabanis.

' Subject to the action of external bodies,' he says,

' man finds in the impressions these bodies make on his

organs at once his knowledge and the causes of his con-

tinued existence ; for to live is to feel ; and in that admirable

chain of phenomena which constitute his existence, eveiy

want depends on the development of some facidtij ; every

faculty by its very development satisfies some want, and the

faculties grow by exercise as the wants extend with the

facility of satisfying them. By the continual action of

external bodies on the senses of man, results the most re-

markable part of his existence. But is it true that the

nervous centres only receive and combine the impressions

which reach them from these bodies ? Is it true that no

image or idea is formed in the brain, and that no determina-

tion of the sensitive organ takes place, other than by virtue

of these same impressions on the senses strictly so called ? ' f

This question cuts away the very root of Condillac's

* Lehrsdtze aus dir Physiologie dis Mciischen, 1797- Curiously enough, the

second and third editions of this work were exactly contemporaneous with the

second and third editions of Cabanis, 1802 and 1805 (counting the publication in

the Miiiioires Oc Thistitut as one edition). It is not to be supposed that Cabanis

knew of Prochaska's existence ; nor is there more than a general resemblance in

their physiological conclusions.

t Dcuxihne Memoire, § ii.
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system. Cabauis had no difficulty in showing that Con-

dillac's limitation of our mental phenomena to the action of

the sjjecial senses was a contradiction of familiar experience,

e. g. the manifold influence exercised by the age, sex, tem-

perament, and the visceral sensations generally. A survey of

the human organism, compared with that of animals, con-

ducted him to the following conclusions :

—

' The faculty of feeling and of spontaneous movement foi'ms

the charact€r of animal nature.

' The faculty of feeling consists in the property possessed

by the nervous system of being warned by the imjiressions

produced on its different parts, and notably on its exti-emities.

These impressions are internal or external.

' External impressions, when perception is distinct, are

called sensations.

' Internal imj^ressions are very often vague and confused,

and the animal is then only warned by their effects, and does

not clearly distinguish their connection with the causes.

' The former result from the application of external objects

to the organs of sense ; and on them ideas depend.

' The latter result from the development of the regular

functions, or from the maladies to which each organ is suljject;

and from these issue those determinations which bear the

name of instincts.

' Peeling and movement are linked together. Every move-

ment is determined by an impression, and the nerves, as the

organs of feeling, animate and direct the motor organs.

' In feeling, the nervous organ reacts on itself. In move-

ment it reacts on other parts to which it communicates the

contractile faculty, the simple and fecund princi^ile of all

animal movement.
' Finally, the vital functions can exercise themselves by the

influence of some nervous ramifications, isolated from the

system : the instinctive faculties can develope themselves,

even when the brain is almost wholly destroyed, and when it

seems wholly inactive.

' But for the formation of thoughts it is necessary that the
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brain should exist, and be in a bealtliy condition : it is the

special organ of thought.' *

He justly repudiates any attempt to explain Sensibility : it

must be accej^ted as a general proi^erty of organised beings,

in the same way that attraction is accepted as a general pro-

perty of bodies. No general property admits of explanation.

It can only be subordinated to some other property, and be

explained by it, on the supposition that it is 7iot general.

Accepting Sensibility therefore as an ultimate fact in the

organic world, Cabanis detects its phenomena running

through all those called vital and all those called mental.

' It is something,' he says, ' to have established that all

ideas and all moral phenomena are the results of impressions

received by the different organs ; and I think a still wider

step is taken when we have shown that these impressions

have appi-eciable differences, and that we can distinguish

them by their seat and the character of their pi'oducts,

although they all act and react on each other, on account of

the rapid and continual communications with the sensitive

organ.' t The object of his treatise is to examine the rela-

tions existing between the moral and physical conditions,

how the sensations are modified by modifications in the

organs, how ideas, instincts, passions ai'e developed and

modified by the influences of age, sex, temperament, maladies,

&c. It is not therefore a treatise on Psychology, but con-

tributions towards a science of Psychology, and as such may
still be read with advantage, although the science of the

present day rejects many of its physiological details. He
foresaw that this would be so, ' Le lecteur s'apercevra

bientot que nous entrons ici dans une carriere toute nouvelle.

Je n'ai pas la pretention de I'avoir parcouru jusqu'axi boixt

;

mais des hommes plus habiles et plus heureux acheveront ce

que trop souvent je n'ai pu que tenter.'

As a specimen of inductive Psychology, we must not pass

over in silence his experimental proof of instinct being

developed by certain organic conditions. He takes one of

* Deiixiime Mimoire, § viii. f ni'ul. § v.
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the most marvellous of instincts, that of maternal love, and

having analysed its physiological conditions, he says, ' In my
province, and some of the neighbouring provinces, when

there is a deficiency of sitting hens, a singular practice is

customary. We take a capon, pluck off the feathers from

the abdomen, rub it with nettles and vinegar, and in this

state of local irritation place the capon on the eggs. At first

he remains thei-e to soothe the pain ; soon there is established

within him a series of unaccustomed but agreeable impres-

sions, which attaches him to these eggs diu-ing the whole

period of incubation ; and the effect is to produce in him a

sort of factitious maternal love, which endures, like that of

the hen, as long as the chickens have need of aid and pro-

tection. The cock is not thus to be modified ; he has an

instinct Avliich carries him elsewhere.'

The novelty of the conception which Cabanis put forth,

and the interest attached to manj' of his illustrations, made

his work very popular ; but its influence was only indirect.

The ignorance which almost all psychologists continued to

display, not only of Physiology, but of the necessity of a

physiological Method, together with the alarm excited by the

accusation of ' materialism,' aided as it was by the reaction

mainly political, but soon extending itself to philosophical

questions, which condemned the labours of the eighteenth

century, left Cabanis with few adherents and no continuers.

In elaborate works the brain was still designated as the

' organ of the Mind,' but the Mind was passionately declared

not to be the function of the brain ; the profounder views of

Cabanis, which regarded Mind as one aspect of Life, were

replaced by the old metaphysical conceptions of le Moi,— the

Ego,— the immaterial Entity playing upon the brain as a

musician plays upon an instrument.* Instinct was no longer

regarded as determined by the organism, changing with its

• One living writer, of authority, has gravely declared that mental fatigue is the

consciousness which the mind has of the brain's weariness! In our confesbtd

inabilitj- to understand what matter is, why will men persist in dogmatising on

what it M not ?
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changes, rendered abortive by mutilations, and rendered

active by stimulation ; but as a ' mysterious principle im-

planted ' in the organism : a ' something ' which, although

essentially mysterious and unknowable, appeared to be per-

fectly well known to the metaphysicians.

By an unfortunate phrase, Cabanis gave his antagonists

an advantage, and impeded the progress of his own views.

He was understood to say that the brain secretes thoiight as

the liver secretes bile. He said nothing of the kind ; but his

language lent itself easily to the misconception ; and the

ridicule and disgust which assailed it seriously damaged the

dignity of the physiological method. This is what he did

say :
' Pour se faire une idee juste des operations dont resulte

la pensee, il faut considerer le cerveau comme uu organe

particulier destine specialement a la produire (had he stopped

here, few would have seen anything to cavil at ; but he added),

de meme que I'estomac et les intestins a operer la digestion,

le foie a filtrer la bile.' * This is really saying no more than

that thought is the function of the brain ; and the difference

between that, and the ordinai-y conception of the brain as

' the organ of the mind,' is simply the difference between

precise and lax language. But the unlucky words ' digestion,'

and the ' secretion of bile,' made many readers suppose that

Cabanis held thought to be a secretion.

It is true that the language of Cabanis is ambiguous, and

leads to the interpretation that thought is a secretion, al-

though he really means that thought is a function. Such

ambiguity is deplorable. But that it was merely a verbal

laxitj^ ui^i^y be seen in the following passage. ' We see the

aliments fall into the stomach ; we see them pass out with

new qualities, and we conclude that it has impressed on them

a real alteration. We also see the impressions reaching the

brain by the channels of the nerves ; they are then isolated

and without coherence. The organ [viscere) reacts upon

them, and soon metamorphoses them into ideas, which

* Cabanis : Rnjiporls, ii. Memoire, § vii.
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speech and gesture manifest externally. We conclude

with the same certitude that the brain digests, so to speak

the impi-essions,—qu'il fait organiquement la secretion de

la pensee.' When a man permits himself to say that we

see imjiressions reaching the brain through the nerves,

and see the brain metamorphose these impressions into

ideas, he may permit himself to say that thought is a

secretion ; but that this was not really his opinion will

appear on an attentive study of his work. Like most psy-

chologists and biologists, he had but hazy conceptions of

function ; and like most of the writers of his school, he had

but an imperfect sense of the value of accuracy of expression.

But I do not think that he meant what he is supposed by

antagonists to have meant. I think he meant simply to

indicate that thought was a function of the brain, as digestion

was a function of the intestinal canal.

Certainly, if he did regard thought as a secretion, the error

was monstrous, and the outcry against him was justifiable.

I shall have to recur to this subject in speaking of the

materialism of certain wi'iters of our own day in Germany.
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CHAPTEE VI.

SUMMARY OF THE SIXTH EPOCH.

CONSIDERED as a contribution to Philosopliy, the labours

of the Sensational School have mainly an indirect value.

They found Philosophy reduced to a question of Psychology,

and found Psychology itself in so imperfect a condition as

to be unable to give any reliable guidance. The question

of the origin of knowledge necessarily involved the whole

subject of mental operations. To determine whether we had

any ideas independent of Experience, it became necessary to

ascertain what Experience was—what were its conditions and

limitations. To determine this, it was necessary to ascertain

the relations of the mind to the body. If once it could be

settled that the phenomena of mind were simply phenomena

of the organism, a positive science of Psychology would be-

come possible, and its results would have the same validity

as those of the physical sciences. From the earliest times

Philosophy had admitted that the Mind only manifested

itself through the organs of the Body, and that these mani-

festations were all subject more or less to material conditions.

But from the time of Descartes there had been a strong

repugnance against every suggestion which seemed to rob

the Intellect of its entity, by identifying mental with vital

phenomena. The independence of the Mind as an entity

was regarded as a first truth, required by Metaphysics no

less than by Theology. To doubt this truth was to ' over-

throw all morality, to reduce man to the level of the brute, to

make Religion a mockery.' To doubt this truth was, in fact,

to incur the most incriminating of charges—Materialism.

Nevertheless, good and pious men were forced to doubt
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this first truth, in spite of the odium which they knew would

fall on them. And .although partly from terror, and partly

from the effect of old metaphysical jirejudice, most of the

Sensational School clung to some vague admission of a

sjjiritnal entity, whose active interference was, however,

quietly ignored, nevei'theless the inevitable tendency of their

teaching was clearly seen by antagonists, and finally avowed

by their successors.

A decision became indispensable. If the Intellect were

admitted as an independent existence, having powers not

gathered from organic conditions, there could be no scientific

exposition of the conditions and limitations of human know-

ledge. It was alwa3-s open to assume the existence of in-

nate ideas, of truths transcending those gained through

experience, and of criteria not amenable to the canons of

experience. But if (the existence being admitted) all the

operations of the mind were limited by organic conditions,

then indeed a science became possible, but the pi-eliminary

hypothesis became superfluous.

To this dilemma the Sensational School had successfully

brought Philosophy. It had presented the alternative of

considering Psychology as a branch of Biology, and Mind as

only one aspect of the equally mysterious Life ; or of once

more falling back upon Metaphysics which modern Science

gloried in having escaped from for ever.

The first issue was too repulsive for the majority of philo-

sophers. It was repulsive because it disturbed the sacred

associations of awe which surrounded the mystery of Mind,

and because it was said by antagonists to letid to degradiiig

and immoral conclusions ; which it did not, and which it

could not lead to, if true ; though antagonists chose to affirm

that it was not true, because they assumed that it led to the

immoral conclusions. While thus repulsive in its first asjject,

it had the great disadvantage of not being sufiiciently precise

in its indications, or coercive in its arguments, to cany con-

viction to the unwilling mind. No great depth or subtlety

was required to see that Hartley and Darwin, De Tracy and
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Cabanis, were far from accounting satisfactoril}- for the

phenomena
;
yet only by the force of demonstration coukl

their disagreeable conclusions get acceptance.

There was, therefore, a general revolt. The second issue

was eagerly chosen. The reaction in favour of Metaphysics

triumphed for a time over what was called the Eighteenth

Century Philosophy, though its real struggle was with the

Sensational School. We shall trace that reaction in Scotland,

Germany, and France.
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Second Crisis: Idealism, Scepticism, and Sensationalism

jyrpducimj the reaction of Common Sense.

CHAPTER I.

RE ID.

DTJGALD STEWART opens bis Account of the Life and

Writings of Thomas Raid with remarking that tlie life

was ' uncommonly barren of those incidents which furnish

materials for biography;' and as our space is scanty, we

will content ourselves with a bare enumeration of such facts

as may be useful for reference. Thomas Reid was bom in

1710, at Strachan, in Kincardineshire. He was educated at

Mariscluil College, Aberdeen. In 1752 ho occupied the chair

of Moral Philosophy in Aberdeen. In 1764 appeared his Tn-

quiri/ into the Human Mind on the Principles of Common Sense.

' In 1763* the Inquiry received a still more substantial testi-

mony of approbation from the University of Glasgow,' in the

offer of the chair of Moral Philosophy, vacant by the resig-

nation of Adam Smith. In 1780 Reid resigned his office,

and passed the remaining years of his life in retirement and

study. In 1785 aj^pearedhis Essays on the Intellectual Powers.

He died in Glasgow in 179G, having survived four of his

children.

Reid's Philosophy made a great stir at first, but has for

• .Stewart : but there must he some error here. If the Inquiry was not pub-

lished till 17C1, Keid could not in 1763 have been offered the chair at Glasgow as

a ' testimony of approbation.'
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some years past been sinking into mei'ited neglect. The

appeal to Common Sense as arbiter in Philosopliy is now-

pretty well understood to be on a par with Dr. Johnson's

kicking a stone as a refutation of Berkeley. Indeed Dngald

Stewart himself was fully alive to the inconsequence of such

an argument, and endeavoured to shield his master bj' saying

that the phrases ' Common Sense ' and ' Instinct ' were

unhappily chosen. Unfortunately they were not mere phrases

Avith Reid ; they were principles. It is impossible to read

the Inquiry and not see that Reid took his stand upon Com-

mon Sense ; * and Beattie and Oswald, his immediate dis-

ciples, are still more open to the charge.

It woiild carry us to great lengths if we were to examine all

the questionable tenets contained in the philosophy of Common
Sense. We cannot, however, pass the supposed triumph over

Locke, who said that personal identity consists in Conscious-

ness ;
' that is,' continues Reid, ' if you are conscious you did

such a thing a twelvemonth ago, this consciousness of what is

past can signify nothing else but the remembrance that I did

it ; so Locke's principle must be, that Identity consists in re-

membrance; and, consequently, a man must lose his personal

identity with regard to everything he forgets.' Here Locke

is altogether misstated. Consciousness does not resolve

itself into any single act of memory, as Reid would here

have us believe, nor can personal identity be limited to any

one act. I have the consciousness of a certain mental state,

wherewith is connected the remembrance of a certain anterior

state, which was also connected with an anterior state, and

so on. The rope is made up of many strands, and although

some of these may be out of sight, not one is broken. I am
connected with my boyhood by a regular series of transmitted

acts of consciousness. I may have forgotten a thousand

things, but I have not forgotten myself: if one act performed

yesterday is forgotten to-day, all are not forgotten ; and to

» ' I despise Philosophy, and renounce its guidance : let my soul dwell with

Common Sense.' {Inquiri/, eh. i. § 3.) Let it be observed, in p-assing, that by

Eeiu's disciples the Inqiiiri/ is regardcil as his best work.
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remember one, however indistinctly, is sufficient to keep up

the continuity of consciousness. Let tliose who fancy the

sentiment of personal identity does not consist in the con-

sciousness of personal identity, show us in what it does

consist.

We come now to Reid's great achievement, that upon

which ho declared his philosophical fame to rest: the re-

futation of Berkeley and Hume by the refutation of the Ideal

theory, which, as we have seen, he radically mistook. This

he considered as his contribution to Philosophy ; this has

been made the monument of his glory. It appears to us,

after a long acquaintance with his writings, and a careful

perusal of what his critics and admirers have advanced, that

his sole merit in this respect is that of having called atten-

tion to some abuses of language, and to some examples

of metaphors mistaken for facts. How much confusion

the word ' idea ' has always created need scarcely be alluded

to; and any attempt to destroy the acceptation of the

word as tantamount to imaije, must be welcomed r.s salutary.

So far lot us be grateful to Reid. But whatever abuses

may have crept in with the use of the word ' idea,' it

seems quite clear that Berkeley and Hume are not to be

refuted by refuting the hypothesis of ideas, as Reid and

his school suppose ; had they even held that theory as he

understands it.

Let us, to avoid useless discussion, take it for granted

that philosophers did adopt the theory of ideas which Reid

combats ; let us also grant that Reid has overturned that

theoiy. What advance is made towards a solution of the

problem? Not one step. The dilemma into which Hume
threw Philosophy remains the same as ever. Since I cannot

transcend the sphere of my Consciousness, I can never know

things except as they act upon me—as they affect my Con-

sciousness. In other words, a knowledge of an external

world is impossible, otherwise than as it appe ars to my
Sense, which transforms and distorts it.

This proposition may be said to form the ground of Seep-
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ticism. Now, we ask, liow is tliat proposition affected by

overthrowing the ideal theory ? What does it signify

whether the ' affections of my consciousness ' be regarded as

' images ' or not ? They do not remain less purely subjective

whichever way we regard them. They are changes in me.

The main position of Scepticism is precisely this subjectivity

of knowledge. Because we cannot transcend Consciousness

we can never know things per se. Reid acknowledges that

we cannot know things per se ; but he says that we must

believe in them, because in what we do know their existence

is suggested. This is exactly the opinion of Locke ; nay

more, it is the doctrine of Hume : for he says that we
believe in an external world, though we have no good reason

for believing it. Sir J. Mackintosh relates that he once

observed to Dr. Thomas Brown that he thought Reid and

Hume differed more in words than opinions ; Brown answered,

' Yes, Reid bawled out we must believe in an outward

world ; but added, in a whisper, we can give no reason for

our belief. Hume cries out we can give no reason for such

a notion ; and whispers, I own we cannot get rid of it.'

Reid ought to have seen that his refutation of the ideal

theory left Idealism and Scej^ticism untouched :
* for either

doctrine it matters little how the knowledge be acquired, so

long as its reach is only subjective. The argument brought for-

ward by Dugald Stewart—that the belief in the existence of

an external woi-ld is one of the Fundamental Laws of Human
Belief—is more philosophical ; but when he says that Berke-

ley's Idealism was owing to the unhappy and unphilosophical

attempt of Descartes to prove the existence of the world, he

forgets that Idealism was known in the ancient schools long

before any one thought of proving the existence of matter.

Moreover, although Stewart's formula is not open to the

same objections as Reid's, yet it leaves the vital question

untouched.

No one doubts that we believe in the existence of an

* In fact Malebeanche's Idealism, which is very similar to Bekkeley's, is

founded on a theory of Perception almost identical with Reid's.

VOL. II. D D
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externa] world. Idealism never questions the fact. The

only doubt is, whether that belief be objectively as well as

subjectivel}^ valid. To say that the belief in objective exist-

ence is a Fundamental Law, is simply saying that ive are so

constHuted that we are forced to attribute external reality to

our sensations. As well say we are so constituted that fire

applied to our bodies will give us pain. We are so consti-

tuted. What then ? Does this advance us one step ? Not

one. We have still to seek some proof of the laws of our

constitution being the measure of the laivs of other existences

—still to seek how what is true of the subjective must neces-

sarily be ti'ue of the objective.

Thus, gi-anting to Stewart all he claims, we see that lie

does not attain to the heart of the question ; and, strictly

S2)caking, he does not touch Berkeley at all ; he only touches

Hume. For what answer can it be to Berkeley, to say that

our Belief in matter is a Fundamental Law, not to be

questioned ? Berkeley would reply :
' Exactly ; I said as

much. I said that men believed their senses, and believed

that what they saw was out of them. This is the law of

human nature : God has so ordained it. But that which

men do not believe, is the existence of an occult substance,

an imaginary world lying underneath all appearances. You
do not mean to assert that the belief in this substance is a

Fundamental Law? If you do, you must be mad.' Stewart's

answer is thus shown to be quite beside the mark.

Reid constantly declares that no reason can be given for

our belief; it must be referred to an original instinctive

principle of our constitution implanted in us for that express

purpose. If this be so, we ask upon what pretence does

Reid claim the merit of having refuted Idealism and Scep-

ticism by refuting the ideal hypothesis ? K instinct and not

reason is to settle the question, then has the ideal hypothesis

nothing to do with it ; if the refutation of the ideal hypo-

thesis sufficed, then has instinct nothing to do with it. ' To

talk of Dr. Reid,' said the Quarterly, in its review of Stewart's

Second Dissertation, 'as if his writings had opposed a
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barrier to the prevalence of sceptical philosophy, is an

evident mistake. Dr. Reid successfully refuted the prin-

ciples by vrhich Berkeley aud Hume endeavoured to establish

their conclusions ; but the conclusions themselves he himself

adopted as the very premisses from which he reasons. The

impossibility of proving the existence of a material world

from "reason, or experience, or instruction, or habit, or

any other principle hitherto known to philosophers," is the

argument and the onlij argument by which he endeavours to

force upon ns his theory of instinctive principles.'

It appears, then, that inasmuch as Eeid declares instinct

to be the only principle upon which we can found our belief

in an external world, his argument against Berkeley is trebly

vicious. First, because the belief was never questioned

;

secondly, because although we must act according to our

instincts, such a necessity is no proof that our beliefs are

true ; thirdly, because if instinct, and not reason, is to be

the arbiter, the attack on the ideal hypothesis is utterly

beside the question.

Thus we see that, granting to Eeid the glory he claims of

having destroyed the ideal hypothesis, he has only destroyed

an outpost, fancying it to be the fortress. A few words

on his own theory of perception may not be out of place

hei'e.

He justly enough declared the ideal hypothesis to be

gratuitous. "We have no reason for supposing that the

mind perceives images of things instead of the things them-

selves. But he denies that we perceive things mediately; he

says we perceive them immediately. His explanations are

contradictory and confused, but he repeats the assertion so

often, that there can be no doubt he meant to say we perceive

things immediately ; the mind stands face to face with the

thing, and perceives it immediately, without any medium of

ideas, images, eidola, or the like. Reid constantly contra-

dicts himself on the point.

' When I attend,' he says, ' as carefully as I can to what

passes in my mind, it appears evident that the very thing I
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saw yesterday, and the fragrance I smelled, are now tlie

immediate objects of my mind when I remember it. . . . Upon

the strictest attention, memory appears to me to have the

things that are past, and not 2rresent ideas, for its objects.'

This is his position against the ideal hyjiothesis which

assumes that nothing is perceived but wliat is in the mind

which perceives it ; that we do not really j^erceive things

which are external, but only certain images and pictures of

them imprinted on the mind. The position is untenable.

The ver}' thing, the rose, of which he thinks, is not an im-

mediate object at all : it is elsewhere. The fragrance cannot

even be recalled ; that is to say, cannot be felt again, but

only thought. All we can remember is the fact of having

been affected by the rose in a certain manner : that affection

we call fragrance ; we cannot recall the affection. Reid

could hardly therefore have meant what his words literally

express. Perhaps he meant, that when we think of the rose

and the fragrance, the object of which we think is the rose,

not an idea of the rose. But what a truism ! He says,

that ' in memorj' the things that are past, and not present

ideas, are the objects of the mind.' This is either a need-

less truism or a falsism. Let us alter the sentence thus

—

' In memory the things thought of are not themselves present

to the mind, but the thoughts only are present to it.' Reid

would not dispute this—could not disi^ute it : yet it is

only a more guarded statement of the ideal hypothesis ; it

substitutes 'thoughts' for 'ideas.' He was misled by the

ambiguity of the word 'object,' which he uses as if meaning

simply what the mind is thinking of ; and of course the

mind thinks of the thing, and not of the idea. But the

ideal hj-pothesis takes ' object ' to be that which is imme-

diately present to—face to face—with the mind, viz. an idea,

or thought ; and of course the mind thinks by its thoughts :

it may think about the thing, but it is through the medium
of thought.

The difference is this :—The Idealist says, that when
things affect us, our sensations are what we perceive, and
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not the things producing those sensations. Eeid says, we

feel our sensations, but therewith also we perceive the things.

The Idealist further says, that when we think of things, the

immediate object face to face with the mind is not a thing

but an idea (thought). Eeid says the object is the very thing :

which is either an absurdity, or else does not differ from the

ideal hypothesis.

We are quite ready to admit that the pretended separation

ofthoughts from thinking, and the making thoughts 'objects,'

is vicious ; and therefore Reid's language is perhaj^s less

objectionable. But we must confess that we see no other

advantage he gains over his adversaries. He does not pre-

tend that our sensations are at all like their causes ; nay, he

fancies that he destroys the ideal hypothesis by insisting on

the want of resemblance between matter and our sensations.

He says, over and over again, that the external world is in

no respect like our sensations of it. ' Indeed, no man can

conceive any sensation to resemble any known quality of

bodies. Nor can any man show, by any good argument,

that all our sensations might not have been as they ai'e,

though no body, nor quality of body, had ever existed.'*

This granted, the question arises. How do you know any-

thing of the external world ? Eeid answers, ' It is owing to

an original instinct implanted in us for that purpose.' Push

the question further, drive him into a corner, and bid him

tell you what that instinct enables you to know of matter,

and he will answer, ' In sensation there is suggested to us a

cause of that sensation in the quality of a body capable of

producing it.' This is Locke's view.

The great point in Eeid's theory is, that with our sensa-

tions are joined perceptions. ' The senses have a double

province,' he says ; ' they furnish us with a variety of

sensations, some pleasant, others painful, and others in-

different ; at the same time they give iis a conception, and an

invincible belief of the existence of external objects. This

* hiquiry, cb. v. § 2.
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conception and belief, which Nature produces by means of

the senses, we call perception.'* This, upon which so much
stress is laid that philosophers are said to have been always

in error because the}' overlooked it, we regard as a remark-

able instance of Eeid's want of subtlety. Neither Berkeley

nor Hume denied the fact of our belief in the externality of

the causes of sensations : Berkeley denied that these causes

had an occult substratum ; Hume denied that any reason

could be given for our belief in their externality. What
force then has ' perception ' ? It is nothing more than that

' belief,' according to Reid ; though to call perception a belief

is, to say the least, somewhat unusual. But grant all he

wishes, and you grant that with our sensations there is an

accompanying belief in the existence of an external cause

of those sensations. Berkeley would answer, ' Very true
;

but that cause is not unthinking matter.' Hume would

answer, ' Very true ; but we can give no reason for our belief;

we can know nothing of the cause.' Reid can only retort,

' Perceptions belief: ' a retort which has been deemed satis-

factory by his school ; which really is only an abuse of lan-

guage ; and which moreover has the further disadvantage

of being available only as an argument against Hume; for

against Berkeley it is powerless. If perception is belief, and

we perceive an external world, Hume may be answered when
he says we have no grounds for our belief. But Berkeley is

not answered. He says that we do believe in an external

world ; but that world is not a world of unthinking matter

—

it is a world of divine agency. Reid would not pretend that

in sensation or perception we can distinguish the nature of

the causes which affect us ; he constantly tells us that we

cannot know what those causes are, but only that there are

causes. As long as the noumenal world is removed from our

inspection, so long must Berkeley remain unrefuted by any

theory of perception.

Reid says, that if we grant Berkeley's premiss—viz. ' we

can have no conception of any material thing which is not

• Essays on Intellectual Powers, ii. ch. xrii.
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like some sensation in our minds '—then are the conclusions

of Idealism and Scejiticism unanswerable. This premiss

therefore he disputes. Now attend to his challenge :

—

' This I would therefore humbly propose, as an experimentum

crucis, by which the ideal system must stand or fall ; and it

brings the matter to a short issue : Extension, figure, and

motion may, any one or all of them, be taken for the subject

of this experiment. Either they are ideas of sensation, or

they are not. If any one of them can be shown to be an

idea of sensation, or to have the least resemblance to any

sensation, I lay my hand upon my mouth and give up all

pretence to reconcile reason to common sense in this matter,

and must suffer the ideal scepticism to triumph.'* It was

not till after repeated perusals that we caught the significance

of this passage; and are not qviite positive that we have

understood it now. To admit it to have any force at all, we

must understand ' ideas of sensation ' as ' images of sensation.'

Certainly, extension is no copy of any one sensation. But if

Reid means to say that the idea of extension is not the result

of complex sensations which a body excites in us—if he

means to say that the idea of extension is not an abstract

idea by which we express a certain property of bodies, a

property known to us only through sensation—then must we

cease all dispute, and leave him in possession of his discovery.

Eeid's theory of perception may be thus stated :—External

objects occasion certain sensations in us ; with these sensa-

tions we perceive the existence of certain qualities capable of

producing them : these he distinguishes into primary and

secondary. The primary, he says, we perceive immediately
;

the second, mediately.

And this is the theory, by which, with the aid of an ' ori -

ginal instinct,' he is supposed to have refuted Idealism.

Any one may see that Berkeley might readily have accepted

Eeid's hypothesis with perfect security for Idealism. The
' unknown causes,' which Reid calls ' qualities,' Berkeley calls

' divine laws.' The difference is merely nominal.

* Inquin/, ch. v. § 7.
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Thus much with respect to Idealism. With respect to

Hume, the theory is almost as harmless. Hume would say,

'All that is given in sensation is sensation; your "perception"

(which you call belief) of qualities amounts to nothing more

than a supposition—a necessary one, I admit; but I have

always said that oiu- belief in external causes of sensation

was an irresistible prejudice; and my argument is, that we

have nothing but the prejudice as a proof—reason, we have

none.'

Finally, with respect to Locke, it will in the first place be

seen that Reid's solution is neither more nor less than that

given by Locke ; in the second place, the boasted refutation

of the ideal hypothesis is always supposed by Reid's school

to be a refutation of Locke's view of the origin of knowledge

;

and this is a very great mistake. Because Berkeley and

Hume pushed Locke's system to conclusions from which he

wisely shrank, it has been generally supposed that his account

of the origin of our knowledge is indissolubly bound up with

the ideal hj'pothesis, by it to stand or fall. This probably

is the meaning of the vulgar error that Locke's view of

knowledge leads to atheism. It led to Hume.
In disproof of Reid's supposition we answer, firstly. Idealism

is not indissolubly bound up with the ideal hypothesis;

and that Berkeley did not adopt that hypothesis ; secondly,

Locke's system is altogether independent of the hypothesis,

and in his Review of the doctrines of Malebranche he very

distinctly and emphatically denies it. The force of this

observation will better be appreciated when it is remem-
bered that although Locke's language is notoriously un-

guarded and wavering, all his reasonings are founded on the

use of the word ' ideas ' as synonymous with ' notions ' or

' thoughts.' *

* Since the first edition of this work, SirW. Hamilton has published an edition

of Reid, illustrated and enriched by notes and dissertations of remarkable erudi-

tion and acuteness. Respecting the interpretation Sir William gives to Reid's

doctrines, I will only say that he has shown what a subtle mind can read info the

philosophy of common sense ; but he has not in the least produced the conviction
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Let us now pass to the psychological investigations of

Eeid and his followers. The favourite phrases with which

Stewart so complacently describes them as ' inductive meta-

physics ' and ' experimental philosophy of the mind,' are the

homage paid to the Objective Method by one who was too

cultivated not to be aware of the triumphs of that Method

;

but we must not misinterpret the homage. There is very

little Induction, and not a glimpse of Experiment, in all the

writings of this school. There is much excellent analysis and

sagacious remark. There is a liberal and philosophic spirit

animating the pages : where no less than in the lectures of

Thomas Brown and in the Analysis of James Mill, we find

many valuable contributions to the science of Psychology.

But, in my opinion, not one of them had a due conception

of the true province of Psychology, nor of the Methods

by which such a science could be established. Brown came

nearest to siich a conception. Not one of them saw that

the disputes which had so fruitlessly been carried on could

only be settled by the substitution of a new Method of

inquu-y, which in all other sciences had alone been found

fruitful. Not one of them saw the necessity of thoroughly

understanding the organism if he would understand the

functions.

Thus Eeid devotes a chapter to expounding his views of the

proper means of knowing the operations of the mind.* 'The

chief and proper source of this branch of knowledge is accui'ate

reflection upon the operations of our own minds.' For this

it is necessary to attend to the structure of language and the

course of human actions and conduct. ' The actions of men
are effects ; their sentiments, their passions, and their

affections are the causes of those effects ; and we may in

many cases form a judgment of the cause from the effect.'

After such a statement of the Method we need not marvel at

the futile results. He begins his account of the Senses with

in me of Keid's having always meant what the editor supposed him to have
meant.

* Essays, i. eh. v.
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an admission wliieli rightly interpreted should have forced

him to adopt the physiological means of investigation. He
lays it down as a first truth that we can perceive no external

object except through the bodily organs. For this ' we can

give no reason but that such is the Will of our Maker. No
man can show it to be impossible to the Supreme Being to

have given us the power of perceiving external objects with-

out such organs.' Consequently we are not to suppose these

organs in their own nature necessary to perception, but only

that it is the will of God that our perception is limited by

our organs. On this passage Hamilton has the following

absurd note :
' However astonishing, it is now proved beyond

all rational doubt, that, in certain abnormal states of the

nervous organism, perceptions are possible through other

than the ordinary channels of the senses.' Psychology, in

such hands, was in a pitiable condition. Here Hamilton

obviously refers either to clairvoyance, or hallucination.

These are the only abnormal states in which the ordinary

channels can be considered as set aside. If he refers to

clairvoyance, what are we to think of his science ? If to

hallucination, what are we to think of his Psychology ?

because, granting that the images of an excited brain are

justifiably styled perceptions, is it not clear that these images

are reproductions of those originally stimulated by the

* ordinary channels of sense ' ? The note can have no mean-

ing unless to imply that the mind has other channels than

the organs of sense ; and in this meaning it is preposterous.

Although Reid insists upon the material conditions of

mental phenomena, he also insists on our not considering

those conditions as the causes. Some philosophers, he

admits, imagine that man is ' so curiously organised that the

impressions of external objects produce in him sensation,

perception, remembrance, and all other operations we are

conscious of. This foolish opinion could only take its rise

from observing the constant connection which the Author of

Nature hath established between certain imj^ressions made

upon our senses and our perceptions of the objects by which
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tlie impression is made
; from ivhich they iveahly inferred that

those impressions were the pi'oper and eificient causes of the

corresponding perception.' * In other sciences an inference

from constant connection is accepted as valid ; but in

Psychology it appears we are to reject it, and accept instead

the valuable information that ' we perceive, because God has

given us the power of perceiving, and not because we have

impressions from objects'

!

It is unnecessary to pursue the criticism of a system which

has long since ceased to have any adherents. The Psychology

of the Scotch School, though containing, as I intimated

before, much available matter for students, is entirely

defunct as a doctrine. It failed, as it deserved to fail. It had

neither a clear aim nor a right Method. It added verbal

analysis to verbal analysis, and metaphysical explanation to

metaphysical explanation ; meanwile physiologists and a

few psychologists were ' taking the clock to pieces '—as we

shall see hereafter.

* Essays, ii. ch. iv.
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EIGHTH EPOCH.

Psychologij finally recognised as a branch of Biology.

The phrenological hypothesis.

CHAPTER I.

GALL.

§ I. Life of Gall.

FRANCIS JOSEPH GALL was born at Tiefenbrunn, iu

Suabia, on the 9th of March, 1757. In the preface to

his great work, Anatomie et Physiologic du Systeme nerveux,

1810, he narrates how as a boy he was struck with the

differences of chai-acter and talents displajed by members

of the same family, and how he obsei-ved certain external

peculiarities of the head to correspond with these differences.

Finding no clue given in the works of metaphysicians, he

resumed his observations of nature. The physician of a

lunatic asylum at Vienna allowed him frequent occasions

of noticing the coincidence of peculiar monomanias with

peculiar configurations of the skull. The prisons and courts

of justice furnished him with abundant material. Whenever

he heard of a man remarkable either for good or evil, he

made his head a study. He extended his observation to

animals ; and finally sought confirmation in anatomy. The

exterior of the skull he found, as a general inile, to correspond

with the form of the brain.

After twenty years of observation, dissection, theorising,

and arguing, he delivered his first course of lectures in
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Vienna. This was in 1796. Tlie novelty of his views

excited a great sensation ; one party fanatically opposing

them, another almost as fanatically esj^ousLng them. Ridi-

cule was not sparing. The new system lent itself to

ridicule, and angry opponents were anxious, as oj)ponents

usually are, to show that what made them angry was

utterly farcical. In 1800 Gall gained his best disciple,

Spurzheim. Hitherto Gall had been aided only by a young

anatomist, named Niklas, to whom he taught the new
method of dissecting the brain ;* Spurzheira's masteiy of

anatomical manipulation, combined with his power of

generalisation and of popular exposition, came as welcome

aids in the gigantic task of establishing the new doctrine

on a scientific basis.

In 1802 M. Charles Villers, the translator of Kant, pub-

lished his Lettre a Georges Cuvier sur une Nouvelle Theorie du

Cerveau par le docteur Gall. I have not been able to procure

this Letter, but it is in many points interesting to the

historian of Phrenology, because it expounds the doctrine

as it was then conceived, and describes the localisation of

the organs then fixed on by Gall. A plate I'epresents the

skull, marked by Gall himself, with the four-and-twenty

organs, which at that period comprised the ' original faculties

'

of the mind. Among these twenty-four, there are four

subsequently discarded altogether : Vital Force— Suscepti-

bility—Penetration (independent of that which characterises

the metaphysical faculty)—and Generosity (independent of

benevolence). Not only are these four astonishing organs

marked by Gall as representing original faculties, biit the

twenty organs which were afterwards retained by him are

differently localised ; so that, according to M. Lelut, from

whom I borrow these details, ' of those twenty organs there

is scarcely one which occupies the place Gall finally assigned

to it.'t

* Gall pays his tribute to Niklas in the first edition of the Anaf. d Fhys. du

Systeme nerveux, i. preface xv. In the second edition this tribute is omitted ; not

very creditably.

t Lelut: Eejit de V Organolngie phnnologique, 1843, p. 29.
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Phrenologists should give promiueuce to this fact. They

are bouud not to pass it over. In every way it is important

in the history of the doctrine. It may perhaps be satis-

factorily explained ; but until it is explained, it must tell

against them ; and for the very reason which they in-

cessantly advance as their claim to consideration, namely,

that the several organs were established by observotion, not

by theory.* For if the doctrine had been established by a

mingliug of hypothesis and observation, nothing would be

more likely than that the first sketch of it would be im-

mature in concejition and uncertain in details ; whereas, if

the doctrine grew up slowly from a gradual accumulation of

rigorously verified facts, these facts would remain constant

through all the tentative changes of doctrine. Gall had

been twenty years collecting facts of correspondence between

external configuration and peculiarities of character. He
had controlled these observations by repeated verifications.

Prisons, lunatic asylums, busts, portraits, remarkable men,

even animals, had furnished him with facts. Unless these

facts really deserve all the credit which is demanded for

them, Phrenology has the ground cut from under it ; and if

we are to give them our confidence, upon what ground can

we relinquish it in favour of subsequent facts which deny all

that has been said before ? If Gall could be deceived after

twenty years of observation of facts which, according to his

statement, are very easily observed, because very obvious in

their characters, why may he not have been equally deceived

in subsequent observations ? If one collection of facts forced

him to assign the organ of poetry to a particular spot (on

the skull marked by him for M. Villers), how came another

collection of facts to displace poetry, and substitute bene-

volence on that spot ? Are the manifestations of poetry and

benevolence so closely allied as to mislead the observer ?

* ' On Toit par la marchc de ces rpchcrches que 1<^ premier pas fut fait par la

decouverte de quelques organes
; que ce n'ebt que graduellement que nous avous

fait parler les fails pour en d^duire les principes generaux, et que c'est subsequeni-

ment et a la fin que nous avons appris a connaitre la structure du cerveau.'

—

Gaul : Anat. et Phi/s. i. preface xviii.
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Spurzheim's assistance came at the right moment to

rectify many of the hazardous psychological statements, and

to marshal the facts in better order. Together Gall and he

made a tour through Germany and Switzerland, diffusing

the knowledge of their doctrine, and everywhere collecting

fresh facts. On the 30th October, 1806, they entered Paris.

In 1808 they presented to the Institute their Memoire on the

Anatomy and Physiology of the Nervous System in general and

of the Brain in particular ; and in 1810 appeared the first

volume of their great work, under the same title ; which

work was remodelled by Gall in 1823, and published in six

volumes, octavo, under the title of Fonctions dii Cerveau.

In 1813 Gall and Spurzheim quarrelled and separated.

S^Durzheim came to England, Gall remained in Paris, where

he died on the 22nd of August, 1828. At the post-mortem

examination, his skull was found to be of at least twice the

usual thickness, a fact which has been the source of abundant

witticisms—for the most part feeble. A small tumour was

also found in his cerebellum :
' a fact of some interest, from

that being the portion of the brain in which he had placed

the organ of amativeness, a propensity which had always

been very strongly marked in him.' * I know not in what

sense the writer just quoted thinks the ftict so remarkable.

We are not accustomed to find great poets with tumours in

the organ of ' imagination ;
' great artists with tumours in

the perceptive region ;
great philanthi-opists with tumom-s

on the frontal arch ; great rebels with tumours behind their

ears.f

§ II, Gall's Contributions to Science.

The day for ridiculing Gall has gone by. Every impartial

and instructed thinker, whether accepting or rejecting

* Thi English Cyclopedia, vol. iii. AH. Gall.

t To anticipate the reply that the existence of disease in the organ would

provoke unusual activity of the organ, it is only necessary to state that Gaix's

' propensity ' is not said to have been called into unusual activity shortly before

his death, but to have always been very active. Had there been a causal con-
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Phrenology, is aware of the immense services rendered to

Physiology and Psychology, both by Gall's valuable dis-

coveries, and by his bold, though questionable, hypothesis.

He revolutionised these studies by his method of dissecting

the brain, and by his assignment of definite functions to

definite organs. To verify or refute his hypotheses, vast

researches were undertaken ; the nervous system of animals

was explored with new and passionate zeal ; and now there

is no physiologist who oj^enly denies that mental phenomena

are directly connected with nervous structure ; while even

metaphysicians are beginning to study the mechanism of the

Senses, and the general laws of nervous action. The time

has arrived in which it seems almost as absurd to theorise

on mental phenomena in defiance of physiological laws, as it

would be to adopt Stahl's advice, and consider anatomical

and chemical researches futile in the study of Medicine.

We owe this mainly to the influence of Gall. He first

brought into requisite prominence the principle of the

necessary relation, in mental as in vital phenomena, between

organ and function. Others had proclaimed the principle

incidentally ; he made it paramount by constant illustration,

by showing it in detail, by teaching that every variation in

the organ must necessarily bring about a corresponding

variation in the function. He did not say mind was the

product of organisation :
' nous ne confondons pas les con-

ditions avec les causes efficientes ;
' all he asserted was the

correspondence between the state of the organ and its mani-

festations.* This was at once to call the attention of Europe

to the marvellous apparatus of organs, which had previously

been so little studied, except from a pm-ely anatomical point

of view, that no one, until Sommerring (who was Gall's

nection between the disease and the activity, increase of the activity would have

followed the rapid progress of the disease.

• So also Spchzheim says :
' Both Dr. Gall and I have always declared that we

merely observe the aflfective and intellectual manifestations, and the organic

conditions under which they take place ; and that in using the word organs wo
only mean the organic parts by means of which the faculties of the mind become

apparent, but not that these constitute the mind.'

—

Vhrciwlogy, p. 16.
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coutem])orary), had observed the relation between size of the

brain and intellectual power, as a tolerably constant fact in

the animal kingdom. This one detail is sufficient to make

every reader suspect the chaotic condition of physiological

Psychology when Gall appeared.

Nor has Gall's influence been less remarkable in the purely

psychological direction. People in general are little aware

how that influence is diffused, even through the writings of

the opponents of Phrenology, and has percolated down to

the most ordinary intelligences. Gall may be said to have

definitely settled the dispute between the partisans of

Innate Ideas and the partisans of Sensationalism, by estab-

lishing the connate tendencies, both affective and intellec-

tual, which belong to the organic structure of man. Two

psychological facts, famiKar from all time to the ordinary

imderstanding, but shrouded from all time in the j)erplexities

of philosophy, he made the basis of his doctrine. The first

of these facts is, that all the fundamental tendencies are

connate, and can no more be created by precept and education

than they can be abolished by denunciation and punishment.

The second fact is, that man's various faculties are essentially

distinct and independent, although intimately connected

with each other ; whence he concluded that the Mind con-

sists of a plm-ality of functions. A plurality of organs became

the necessary corollary of this proposition, as soon as the

relation between organ and function was steadily conceived.

These two propositions have entered into the body of most

psychological doctrines, although the corollaryfromthe second

is still vehemently disputed by many. No man of any in-

tellectual eminence would now repeat Johnson's celebrated

assertion of the poetic faculty being simply intellectual

activity in a special direction, whereby Newton might have

written Ot'ieUo, and Shakspeare the Principia, had either of

these great men set themselves the task. ' Sir, a ma,n can

walk as far east as he can walk west,' was thought a con-

elusive illustration ; which indeed it was, when the ' unity '

VOL. n. E E
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of the faculties found no contradiction; no one would now
accept it as more than a fallacious analogy.

Another conception systematised by Gall has also passed

into general acceptance, namely, the preeminence of the

aflPective faculties over the intellectual ; also the subdivision

of the affective faculties into propensities and sentiments,

and of the intellectual faculties into perceptive and re-

flective : thus marking the progress iia development from

the individual to the social, from the sensuous to the in-

tellectual, which constitutes the great progi'css of civilisation,

in the triumph of sociality over animality.

Not only has Gall the immense merit of having decisively

settled wavering conceptions respecting the Brain, and de-

fined it as the instrument of the intellectual and moral

faculties ; but he has also the mei'it of having thoroughly

grasped the significance of the Comparative Method. Con-

ceiving the Brain as an apparatus of organs, and the

mental faciUties as functions of those organs, he applied

this conception to the whole animal kingdom, and derived

from observation of animals confirmations of his observation

of man.

It may seem to the reader familiar with the current

doctrines of physiologists, and unfa,miliar with the history

of Physiology, that this step was easy to take. Such a

conclusion would be most unjust. So far from easy was the

stej), that illustrious anatomists before Gall had been unable

to take it ; and illustrious metaphysicians since Gall have

been unable to follow it. Although, from the days of Hip-

pocrates downwards, the Brain had been more or less

clearly recognised, as the seat of the intellectual faculties,

there was considerable hesitation as to the seat of the

passions and propensities. Even Cabanis and Bichat as-

signed these to the viscera. Moreover those who held

that the Brain was the seat of the intellect, either held

that it was merely a local habitation, not a definite organ of

which intellect was the function ; or else they held that it

was only one organ, and had very, vague ideas of its functions

;
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tliej had no conceptiou of the Brain as an appai-atus of

organs, no conception of each faculty having its special

organ.

Thus the essential part of Gall's conception was novel ; and

the part that was not novel, was opportune. Even Flourens,

the uncompromising antagonist of Phrenology, admits that

Gall decided a wavering opinion :
' La proposition que le

cerveau est le siege exclusif de Fame n'est done pas neuve,

n'est done pas de Gall ; elle etait dans la science avant

qu'eut paru sa doctrine, Le merite de Gall, et ceci meme
n'est pas uu mediocre merite, est d'en avoir mieux compris

qu'aucun de ceux qui I'avaieut precede toute I'importance, et

de s'etre devoue a la demoutrer. Elle etait dans la science

avant Gall; on pent dire que depuis Gall elle y regne.'*

Those therefore who reject the hypothesis which is j)eculiar

to Gall, namely the assignment of each faculty to a distinct

central organ (an hypothesis only vaguely conceived by

Prochaska) f must admit the importance of his arguments

establishing the organic dependence of mind and the brain.

That this was needed may be further seen in the reluctance

which may still be observed on the part of metaphysicians to

acknowledge it. Thus Sir W. Hamilton boldly asserts that

' no assistance is afforded to Mental Philosophy by the ex-

amination of the Nervous System, and that the doctrine or

doctrines which found upon the supposed parallelism of hrain

and mind, are, as far as observation extends, ivholly ground-

less.' J When such a man, not unacquainted with Phy-

siology, could teach his pupils this independence of mental

• Flourens: De la Phmwlogie, 1883, p. 20.

t PnocHASKA liiis a brief section, eutitled, ' Do each of the divisions of the

intellect occupy a separate portion of the brain?' This is merely a question

raised without any attempt to answer it. The conclusion will show how vague

were Prochaslca's views :
' It is by no means improbable that each division of the

intellect has its allotted organ in the brain, so that there is one for the perceptions,

another for the understanding, probably also others for the will and imagination

and memory.' Dissertation on the Keriwus Si/stcm, translated by Laycock for

the Bay Society, p. 447.

+ Hamilton, Lectures on Metaphysics, i. p. 264. At p. 404 he so far qualifies

this absurd remark as to admit that ' the mind in its lower energies and affections
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phenomena, we need not wonder that Jeffrey, who was

wholly ignorant of science, could in his attack on Phrenology

in the ' Edinburgh Review,' take up a similar position

:

' The truth, we do not scruple to say it, is, that there is not

the smallest reason for supjiosing that the mind ever operates

through the agency of any material organs except in the

perception of material objects, or in the siioutaueoiis move-

ments of the body which it inhabits ; and that this whole

science rests iipon a postulate or assumjjtion for which there

is neither any show of evidence, nor any show of reasoning.'*

It is almost cruel to cite two such passages from two such

writers ; but the citations show what need there Avas of

Gall's labours.

A slight acquaintance with the history of Anatomy also

shows what a need there was for the new method of dis-

secting the brain originated by Gall. One sentence from

his antagonist Flourens will suffice here. 'Je n'oublierai

jamais I'impression que j'eprouvai la premiere fois que je vis

Gall disscquer un cerveau. II me semblait que je n'avais

pas encore vu cet organe.'f This is not the place to expound

or criticise Gall's anatomy. I only wish to call attention to

his great services in having originated a new method of

investigation. His own results, here and elsewhere, must

be accepted as preliminary indications only, not as dis-

coveries.

The same remark applies to the fertile suggestions by

which he endeavoured to connect Psychology with Biology.

He had, it must be confessed, but very imperfect ideas on

both these subjects ; nevertheless he had a comprehensive

and eminently scientific point of view. So long as he keeps

at the height of this point of view and takes a panoramic

is immediately dependent on the condition of tlio nervous svslem, and tliat in

general the development of the brain in the different species of animals [not then

of men ?] is correspondent to their intelligence.'

* Quoted by Gkoroe Combe: Phrenology Applied to Painting and Sculptvre,

1855, p. xiii.

t Floibexs: op. cit. p. 180.
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survey of the field, he is admirable. When he descends to

details he stumbles.

He clearly saw and clearly expressed the truth that the

greatest obstacle in the way of psychological research was

the vicious practice of isolating human nature from the

animal series, and of endeavouring to release it from the

laws which govern animal life. We may, he says (but this

is a mistake), without inconvenience neglect the relations of

man to the inorganic world ; but it is impossible to avoid

endless confusion, unless we distinguish the functions man
has in common with plants, and the functions he has in

common with animals : the latter being obviously the func-

tions of the nervous system.* Finding that animals have a

nervous system which in all essentials is identical with that

of man, and finding also that animals have instincts, pro-

pensities, and intelligence similar, if not the same as those

of man, he justly asks whether, in examining the nature

and origin of human faculties, we ought not to take those

of animals into account '?
' L'homme, tant qu'il est animal,

serait-il un etre isole du reste de la nature vivante ? serait-il

gouverne par des lois organiques opposees a celles qui pre-

sident aux qualites et aux facultes du cheval, du chien, du

singe ? ' t The conception here ridiculed was firmly held by

metaphysicians, who amused themselves with writing long

treatises on the mind as an isolated entity, detached from all

physical laws, ' exer^ant ses fonctions par elle-meme, se

servant du corps tout au plus comme d'un moyen de com-

munication entre elle et le monde.'

His argumentation is victorious along the whole line. If,

he says, our moral and intellectual faculties are independent

of organic conditions, it is needless to trouble ourselves about

the brain and nervous system, Man is excluded from the

field of obsei'vation, except as a physical being. ' If, on the

other hand, I can demonstrate an essential relation between

the exercise of his moral and intellectual forces and his

* Gall : Fonctions du Cerveau, i. 22 sq. t Ibid. p. 48.
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organisation, it will follow that the search after the organic

conditions is the most important object that can occupy the

ph3-siologist ; and if I can demonstrate that these organic

conditions are the brain and its parts, we shall see the

possibility of a doctrine of the cerebral functions, a doctrine

which discloses the organs employed in the manifestation

of all our propensities, all our sentiments, and all our

faculties.' *

The task is delicate, and difficult. Besides its intrinsic

difficulty, there is the obscuration of metaphysical i^rejudices.

' A tout moment, les metaphysiciens viennent ralentir les

progres des naturalistes ; en general c'est aux metaphysiciens

qu'il faut attribuer Tignorance oii Ton est encore sur la veri-

table nature de I'homme.'t These doctors were employed

seeking ' the seat of the soul,' which was now supposed to be

in one point, now in another. ' An lieu de rechercher simple-

ment des pheuomenes, on se bornait, comme c'est encore

I'usage, a des subtilitos iihilosoijhiques ; on s'epuisait en

speculations sur la nature intime de Tame.' The luiion of

the soul with the body, and the possibility of an intermediate

action ; the question whether sensations and ideas are the

results of impressions on the brain, and whether they left

traces, copies, of themselves there ; such were the favourite

topics of debate. They were all set aside when the study of

the cerebral functions began.

Gall not only studied the brain in man, but studied its

evolution in the animal series, and with it the evolution of

instincts, propensities, faculties. He knew that the dreaded

reproach of Materialism would be thrown on such a method ;

but as he rejected Materialism, he was not to be alarmed by

a clamour of misrepresentation. ' Quand je dis que I'exereice

de nos facultes depend des conditions materielles, je n'entends

pas que nos facultes soient un produit de I'organisation ; ce

serait confondre les conditions avec les causes efficientes.' J

In a separate section devoted to this accusation of Material-

» Gaix : Fonctions du Ccrveau, p. 189. t Op. cit. ii. 4. { Of. cit. i. 189.
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ism, lie says, ' I have always declared that I leave unsought

the nature of the soul as of the body, and that I never

attempt to explain the essence of either of their faculties.

I confine myself to phenomena.'* The phenomena presented

to observation, both in animals and man, he tried to con-

nect with their material conditions ; and the attempt was

eminently philosophical, though, as we shall see, its results

wei-e not very successful.

§ III. Gall's Method.

In the foregoing enumeration of his contributions to a real

Psychology, the chief elements of Gall's Method have been

indicated. What we have to do here is to bring these ele-

ments together, and mark with more precision the value to

be attached to his conception of them. The point of view is

important. In his vision of Psychology as a branch of

Biology, subject therefore to all biological laws, and to be

pursued on biological methods, he may be said to have given

the science its basis.

What were the means of investigation which Biology

opened to him? They were zoological observations inter-

preted by anatomical, physiological, and pathological indica-

tions. The phenomena presented by animals and men were

compared and classified ; each elementary faculty was as-

signed to some distinct organ, indicated as the organ of the

faculty by its constant presence when the phenomena were

present, by its absence in the absence of the phenomena, and

by its lesion in irregidarities of the phenomena.

There was another and important instrument of research,

which Gall disregarded, namely, subjective analysis, an in-

strument so necessary that some psychologists, otherwise

quite alive to the importance of biological investigation,

maintain that Psj'chology should be erected into a separate

science, mainly directed by this analysis. I shall presently

* Gaul : Fmictions du Corveau, p. 228 sq. The whole section is worth con-

sulting.
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have to point out the consequences of Gall's disres^ard of this

instrument. It is the oul}- serious defect in his general con-

ception of Method.

The most superficial glance at this Method discovers its

novelty, its importance, and its immense sweep. Its novelty

consisted in its precision. What before had been vaguely

seen to be useful means of investig.ation, and had been

applied mth more or less success, he saw to be indispensable,

and to need systematic co-ordination. The relations of the

physical and moral, the influence of the body on the mind,

and of the mind on the bodj-, had been vaguely recognised

;

and by Cabanis an attempt bad been made to systematise

them. The general relations also of the Nervous System and

the Mental Functions had been recognised. But no one had

attempted a precise demonstration. No one had attempted

to unveil the mysterious mechanism of physical and moral

phenomena. In the experience of physicians various strik-

ing facts were recorded, showing how the influence of an idea

determined a physical result analogous to that determined by

a physical agent. The belief of having taken a purgative

was known to act on susceptible patients, although the pill

actually administered was made of bread ; the terror at

having taken an emetic by mistake, was known to i^roduce

violent vomitings, when no emetic stronger than pure water

had been really taken ; the pain of an exposed neiTe in a

carious tooth was known to disappear directly the patient

entered the dentist's room. Such cases, and they are

numberless, were quietly disjjosed of by attributing them to

Imagination. They might as well have been attributed to

tlie Differential Calculus.

Note how easily a phrase is made to do duty for a definite

conception. Through what structural conditions Imagina-

tion was to act upon the bowels or on the teeth, that is to

say, what parts of the physical organism were set in action

by the image, no one thought of asking. Imagination was

autocratic, freed from all conditions. Those naive metaj)hy-

siologists who conceived Imagination as a perfectly free
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agent unencumbered by material conditions, and capable of

acting anywhere because it was an inhabitant of Nowhere

(being spiritual it could not have a locality), felt no need of

the discovery of a particular mechanism for the production

of results. But physiologists who sought a scientific expla-

nation, and who believed that each action of the nervous

system took place under definite conditions, and through a

definite mechanism, were called upon not to rest contented

with a meaningless phrase, but to show what was the path-

way of Imagination acting on the teeth to drive away the

pain, and on the bowels to change bread-pills into purgatives,

innocent drinks into emetics.

It is true that Gall made no attempt to disclose this

mechanism of the moral and physical, nor was his physio-

logical knowledge precise enough to warrant the attempt.

But he did try to substitiite definite ideas of the mental

mechanism in place of the vague generalities current among
philosophers ; he was not content with assigning mental

faculties to the nervous system in general, he tried to show

what part of the nervous system was involved in each of the

distinct faculties. The attempt proved a failure ; but it was

one of those germinal conceptions which enrich science. The
hypothesis did not withstand Verification ; but it was an

illuminating hypothesis, because while colligating known
facts and instigating research, it was one to which the pro-

cess of verification could be applied. Comte compares the

hypothesis of Gall with the hypothesis of Descartes. Although

the 'vortices' were rejected by science, they served a pre-

liminaiy purpose of great utility. ' En effet, par les tourbil-

lons, Descartes arrachait la constitution du monde aux agents

surnaturels, a la metaphysique, aux entites
; posant le veri-

table probleme, il le resolvait hypothetiquement; '* in like

manner Gall rescued the pi-oblem of mental functions from

Metaphysics, and made it one of Biology. Still more illus-

trative is the comparison Comte makes between Gall and

* LiTTUE : Auguste Comte ct la Pliilos. positive, 1863, p. 542.



426 GALL.

Broussais. At a time when fevers wei-e considered as essen-

tial maladies, morbid entities whose course had nothing to

do with the conditions of the living body, Broussais, by an

intuition of genius, saw that Pathology must be a particular

case of Physiology, that diseases were ahnormal conditions

of the normal functions. He therefore propounded the hypo-

thesis that all fevers were nothing but various forms of in-

flammation of the intestinal canal. The hypothesis proved

false ; science has rejected it ; but the principle M'as true,

and science has consecrated it.

The hypothesis of Gall had its basis in three propositions

:

1, that the mental faculties are activities of the cerebral

organs ; 2, that Psychology is a branch of Biology ; and 3,

that any attempt to separate the mental from the physical

organisation, as two independent factors, must lead to error.

It had been the practice to separate mental from vital

phenomena, and study them apart. Gall obeyed the Canon

of Restitution (Prolegomena, § 54), which prescribes the

necessity of completing psychological analysis bj' physio-

logical analysis. The hypothesis he erected on this basis

was that the moral and intellectual faculties are twenty-seven

in number, each of which has for its organ a distinct portion

of the convolutions of the cerebrum und cerebellum : this

aspect of the hypothesis is Phrenology. Inasmuch as the

external configuration of the skull is moulded on the con-

figuration of the Brain, the organs are definitely indicated

both as to position and size, by the topograph}' of the skull

:

this is Cranioscopy.

Since we are here considering only the Method, it would

disturb the exposition if we paused to estimate the truth of

an hypothesis which will challenge attention hereafter. Let

me only indicate the immense difficulty and sweep of the

investigations which the hypothesis demanded. That will

disclose how precipitate and unwise Gall's followers have been

in not at once recognising the essentially tentative nature of

an hypothesis which they have blindly accepted as a final

theory. It was natural that Gall himself should have had
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no doubts, and should have believed that he was in possession

of all the knowledge essential to his scheme. But his suc-

cessors have displayed even greater confidence ; which only

proves how ill-instructed they have been in Biology, and how
little peneti-ated with the true spirit of scientific scepticism.

Phrenology may be regarded as a Physiology of the

Brain ; or as an Art of Reading Character by means of the

skull, i.e. Cranioscopy. Gall, I am awai'e, conceived that his

doctrine was both ; and, indeed, if his Physiology be true,

the indications of his Cranioscopy must likewise be accepted

;

although it is quite conceivable that his Phrenology may be

a mass of errors, and yet his Cranioscopy have empirical

truth. I do not say that Cranioscopy is true ; neither do I

say that Physiognomy or Cheironomy is true ; but we may
suppose observation of the coincidence between external form

and mental disposition to reach a certain empirical accuracy

sufficient for the establishment of an Art, quite independent

of the truth or error of the cerebral Physiology which ac-

companies it. Thus also Lavater's Physiognomy might have

been true, although his Physiology was absm-d.

Phrenology may thus be detached from Cranioscopy, and

be estimated apart, each having their separate grounds of

evidence, though they are mutually illuminating. On Cra-

nioscopy nothing need be said at present, except that Gall's

method of research was distinguished by its comprehensive-

ness and sagacity. Both in the choice of facts, aud in the

comparative sweep of his collection, he showed the skill and

patience of an investigator. I do not say that he was not

biassed by his hypothesis. I do not pretend that his facts

were always accurately interpreted, or that contradictory

evidence was impartially weighed. Gall was human. But

making every deduction, we must still admit that so vast an

array of facts, zoological, pathological, and psj'chological, had

never before been collected by any one inquirer into this

abstruse subject. And, moreover, they were statements for

the most part admitting of verification.

With Phrenology the case is otherwise. It claims to be a
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Physiology of the Brain ; and the very Method, which it is the

glory of Gall to have introduced, insists on so vast and com-

prehensive an investigation of biological facts and laws, that

every hypothesis must be regarded simply as an hypothesis,

a tentative effort to range the facts in some available order,

until the laws of nervous action have been positively ascer-

tained, and the function of each organ placed beyond dispute.

Gall conceived a luminous hypothesis. This had to be

verified. The new physiology of the brain had to be tested

by Anatomy, Physiology, Pathology, Zoology. What was

the result? Those who have read these pages aright will see

that I throw no discredit on Gall's genius in affirming that

his physiology of the brain is altogether irreconcilable with

the discoveries of modern science, and that, as far as we can

be said to know anything of the nervous system, his positions

are one and all erroneous. Of this more anon.

Gall was precipitate. He was forced to be so. His hypo-

thesis could not await the tardy disclosures of science ; it

was a powerful stimulant to science, and meanwhile it

colligated the facts then known. Gall was the Kepler of

Psychology. His followers proclaim him a Newton. It is

probably in consequence of this confidence in their master

that while, on the one hand, we find ev-ery phrenologist since

Gall, Sjjurzheim, and Vimont, occupied entirely with Oranio-

scopy, and many even speaking with disdain of anatomists

and ph^-siologists ; on the other liand, we find them anxious to

bring forward physiological and pathological evidence, when-

ever that evidence favours their views ; and we hear them con-

fidently assert that Phrenology is the onl}^ true Physiology of

the nervous system. This latter assertion I am quite willing

to echo, if the terms be somewhat modified, and the phrase

run thus :—
' Phrenology aspires to be the true Phj'siology of

the nervous system ; when that Physiology is complete,

Phrenology will be complete.' But for the present we find

Physiology confessing its incompleteness—confessing itself

in its infancy ; whereas Phrenology claims to be complete,

equipped, fuU-statured. Rightly considered, that very claim



GALL'S METHOD. 420

is a coudemnation of Phi-enology, as at present understood.

The pretension of being a perfect or neai'ly perfect system,

surely implies a profound ignorance of the subject, an entire

misconception of the complexity of the problem it pi'etends

to have solved ? At a time when Science finds it difficult to

solve the problem of three gravitating bodies, phrenologists

pretend to find no difficulty in calculating the result of

forces so complex as those which constitute character; at a

time when the nervous system is confessed, by all who have

studied it, to be extremely ill-understood, the mental func-

tions of that system are supposed to be established ; at a

time when Physiology is so rapidly advancing that every

decade renders most books antiquated, a Ps^^chology profes-

sedly founded on that advancing science remains immovable !

Gall was on the right path when he entitled his first great

work Anatomy and Physiology of the Nervous System.* His

successors have quitted that path. Tu spite of his emphatic

declarations, when he was engaged in his exposition of the

anatomy and physiology of the nervous system, f declarations

of the necessity to make the study of organ and function go

hand in hand, so that he would only have his labours regarded

* as the basis of an essay towards a more perfect work ;' in

spite, we say, of every philosophical consideration, his suc-

cessors have neglected Physiology for Cranioscopy ; not one

of them has made or attempted to make any discovery or

extension of discovery in the direction Gall so successfully

opened ; and the result of this neglect has been twofold,

—

first, that since Gall and Spurzheim, Phrenology has not taken

a single step ; secondly, that all the eminent jihysiologists of

Europe who have devoted themselves to the study of the

nervous system, unanimously reject a theory which does not

keep pace with the advance of science. It is very easy for

* ' Quiconque,' he says, ' est convuincu quo la structure des parties du ccrveau

a un rapport necessaire et immkliat avec leurs fonctions, trouvera qu'il est nature!

de r^unir ces deux oljets I'un a I'autre, en leseonsid(5raut et en les trail ant comme
un seul et meme corps de doctrine.'

—

Anal, ct I'hys. pref. xxv.

t Compare his Anat. du Syst. ncrveux, i. 95 and 27

L
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phrenologists to disregard the iimiuimous opposition ofphj'sio-

logists, and to phice this opposition to the account ofprejudice,

01' the ' not having sutKcientlj studied Phrenology ; ' but an

impartial on-looker sees clearly enough that, making every

allowance for prejudice, the opposition rests mainly on the

discrepauc}' between the facts stated by phrenologists and

the facts which Science has hitherto registered. Had phreno-

logists kept themselves acquainted with what was gradually

being discovered by physiologists, they would have seen that

something more than prejudice must be at work when all the

eminent neurologists, such as Serres, Flourens, Majendie,

Leuret, Longet, Lelut, Lafargue, Baillarger, MiiUer, Valentin,

Gratiolet, Vulpian, Wagner, and Schiff, declare against

Phrenology ; although every one of these is ready to admit

the importance of Gall's method of dissection, ready to

incorporate whatever results Gall arrived at, which can be in

any way confirmed. Authorities are not reasons ; but the

unanimity on this point has a reason. I am indisposed to

estimate a doctrine by the array of names on its side ; but I

cannot overlook the fact that here physiologists belonging to

very opposite schools of thought all agree in rejecting the

facts, no less than the doctrines, advanced bj' Gall ; and this

unanimity is the more striking because there is scarcely a

single man of eminence on the other side. I do not blame

phrenologists for having rendered no assistance to Physiology

by their own labours ; but I am forced to point out the

consequences of their having neglected to follow the path

commenced by Gall, and having deviated into that of simple

Cranioscopy. The neglect of which they complain, is entirely

owiuf to their presenting a rude sketch as a perfect science,

and to their keeping behind the science of their day, instead

of on a level with it. Impatient of contradiction, they shut

their eyes to difficulties ; unable to accommodate their prin-

ciples to the principles of Physiology, they contemptuously

dismiss objections as ' merely theoretical,' and fall back upon

their ' well-established facts.'

This point must not be shirked. Gall's merit is that of
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having reduced Psychology to a branch of Biology. He must

not be at once credited with a revolution, and exculpated from

the results. Not only did he take his stand on Phrenology,

but emjihatically declared that his cranial researches were

necessary in order to arrive, by means of observation, at a

knowledge of the functions of the various parts of the brain.*

' Mais on affecte d'ignorer la physiologie,' he complains, 'et de

ne connaitre nous et nos travaux que sous le j)oint de vue de

cranioscopie de cranioscopes.' He was justly wroth Avith

adversaries who tried to divert public attention from his real

researches by sarcasms on Cranioscopy. And Broussais,

when he became a disciple, repudiated even the name of

Psychology. ' Non, messieurs, la phrenologie u'est point un

systeme de psychologie : nous ne dcvons pas admettre dans

cette enceinte, des qualifications qui suggerent des theories

hj-pothetiques. La phrenologie est la physiologie du cerveau

;

voila quelle doit etre la veritable acception de ce mot.'f

It is true—and this is some justification of Gall's successors

—that inasmuch as Cranioscopj was really the startiiig-jjoint,

and means of verification, of his hypothesis, he did lay great

stress on it ; affirming that to it we owed ' une physiologie et

par consequent la partie la plus esseutielle de la pathologic

du cerveau.' And he adds this naive and astounding pi-o-

position :
' There is' no other means possible whereby to

discover the functions of the cerebral organs ; all the others

serve at most to confirm what has been discovered by inspec -

tion of skulls.'

J

This remark discloses what every biologist who reads Gall

will have seen at once, that Gall had extremely imperfect

views of what constituted Physiology, and how it was to be

studied. That an inspection of the varieties in configuration

of the skull might lead to an Art of reading character is

conceivable ; but that it could by any possibility lead to a

discovery of the functions of the nervous masses to which the

* Fonciioiis du Cerveau, ii. p. 33.

t Broussais : Cours de Phnnohf/ie, 1836, p. 2.

} Fondions, ii. p. 35.
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skull formed a protecting dome, even STipposiug that tlie

configurations represented with perfect accuracy the forms of

these masses, is assuredly not conceivable by any physiologist.

And M. Flonrens is thoroughly justified in affirming that

Gall, who has given us an anatomy of the brain, 'has not even

suspected its ph^-siology. His phrenology, if anything, is

a psychology, not a physiology,'* It is to be observed that

Gall, who acutely enough saw the impossibility of discovering

functions from the simple inspection of organs, contented

himself with simple inspection, and never once invoked the

aid of the indispensable instrument Experiment. ' On a pen-

dant des siecles entiers,' he says, ' confondu les tendons et les

ligaments avec les nerfs, et I'organisation du cceur a si peu

conduit les anatomistes a la connaissance de ses fonctionsque

les artt'res out etc considerees comme des tubes conducteurs de

rair.'t Perfectly true; and to what does it lead? Evidently

t<i the necessity of determining function by Experiment, where

Observation does not disclose it ; yet this was precisely the

conclusion Gall would not accept. He never experimented

himself; he paid no attention to the experiments of others.

In fact he had really no other mode of determining function

than the extremely fallacious observation of the coincidences

of configuration and character. His doctrine required an

anatomical demonstration of the important position that the

Brain was an ai>pai-atus of organs. Each of these organs

needed definition. But unhappily science was not sufficiently

advanced to give him the requisite materials ; and he was too

imperfectly versed in biological philosophy to have formed

distinct ideas of what constituted an organ. J

The convolutions of the Brain, which Gall has maj^ijed out

• Fi.ociiENS, op. cit. p. 188.

t Jiejjonfc ail liapport de M. Cuvier, p. 245.

J
' Aussi tous les anatomistes ont-ils, a juste litre, traite une telle distribution

comme arbitraire et dcsordonni*', puisque n'etant assujetie a aucune notion

rigoureu.sc de philosophic nnatomique sur la diffirence r^clle entre un organc et

unc paitie d'organc, ello eomporte des subdivisions en quelque sorte indifinies, que
chaque phrenologue semble pouvoir multiplier a son gre.' Comtk: Court de

PhUos. positive, iii. p. 819.
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into several Jistiiict coinpartmeuts, each couiparluieiit bein<^

the organ of a distinct faculty, are in reality not more distinct

than the several folds of a piece of velvet ; and a little

reflection discloses the absurdity' of supposing that one portion

of this velvet could be endowed with different properties from

every other portion, simply in virtue of its superficial position.

The tissue of which the convolutions consist is the same

tIu-o\ighout its folds ; and that the mere form of convolution,

has nothing whatever to do with the nature of the psychical

faculties, is not only evident « priori, but is proved a 'pontcriori

by the existence of those faculties in animals with unconvo-

luted brains. Of this more anou.

It was Gall's imperfect conceptions of organ and fmu'tiou

which prevented his seeing that this mode of determining

function was very misleading. What would he have said to

a physiologist, who, hcai'ing that the liver formed bile and

sugar, should have assigned the p:-operty of bile-formation

to one lobe, and the property of sugar-formation to another

lobe, no structural differences having been observed ? or to

one who should assign to the different lobules of the kidney

functions as different as are assigned to the different convo-

lutions of the brain ?* It is perfectly true that from inspec-

tion of an organ no idea of its function can be obtained ; and

this truth has blinded phren<.)logists who are not physiolo-

gists to the necessity of nevertheless always making anatomj'

the basis of every physiological analysis. No inspection of

the alimentary canal could disclose to us that its function

was that of digestion. Nevertheless the function of digestion,

except in the crude conception of ordinary men, is only

intelligible after a rigorous analysis of the several processes,

buccal, stomachal, and intestinal ; for the intelligence of

* If he rulied on a variety of eases iu which the sugar-forming property was
active and feeble in conjunction with large and small developments of one lobe,

tliis induction would be set aside by the overwhelming force of tlie induction on

which had been established the rule, that without differences uf structiu'e there can

be no differences of property ; and still less force would be allowed to au induction

based on coineiden(;es whicli were far from constant.

VOL. II. F F
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each of wliicb, wc must assign to eaeli gland its specific

secretion, and to each secretion its specific action : a physio-

logist who should attempt the explanation of digestion

on any other mode would justly be slighted by every good

biologist in Europe. If Phi-enology is the Physiology of

the nervous system, it must give up Gall's approximative

method for a method more rigoi-otisly scientific ; and, as

Auguste Comte justly remarks, phrenologists, before they

can take rank among men of science, must ' reprendrc, par

line seric directe de travaux anatomicpies, I'analyse fon-

damentale de I'appareil cerebral, en faisant provisoircment

abstraction de toute idee de fonctions.'*

§ IV. Appli(;ation op the Method.

Observation of men and animals furnished Gall with

materials from which a rough sketch of mental phenomena

was produced ; and whatever deficiencies this sketch pre-

sented, it had the gi'eat and lasting merit of an inductive

basis. Instead of deducing a scheme of the faculties from

some « priori fiction about the natiu-e of the soul, or the

simplicity of spiritvial substance ; instead of deducing the

scheme from certain logical "and psychological traditions
;

instead of deducing the scheme from verbal analyses which

presented all our faculties as transformed sensations, he

sought inductively to ascertain what were the elementary

faculties, b}' ascertaining which of them were manifested

separately. * 80 far,' says Mr. Combe, ' from a disposition

to invent a theory being conspicuous, there api^ears in the

disjointed items of infonnation, which Dr. Gall at first pre-

sented to the public, a want of even an ordinary regai'd for

systematic arrangement. His only object seems to have

been to furnish a candid and imcoloured statement of the

facts in nature which he had observed ; leaving their value

to be ascertained by time and fartlicr investigation. As

* PhUomjihU positive, \\\. -p. 821. Comte is favourable to Gam., yet see his

remarks on the multiplication of the faculties, p. 823 sq.
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soon, lio\V(3ver, as observation had brought to light the groat

body of facts, and the functions of the faculties had been

contemplated with a philosophical eye, a system of mental

lihilosophy appeared to emanate almost spontaneously from

the pi-evious chaos.' *

It was hero, in this construction of a system, that the

absence of subjective analysis was most injurious. Observa-

tion had supplied a mass of materials, and these were rough-

liewn in a hast)^ unsystematic way. There was no criticism

applied to the observations, no analysis disentangled their

complexities. Sjiurzheini and George Combe introduced

several improvements iu the nomenclature, and made the

system somewhat less incongnious. But no one had the

faintest conception of what psychological analysis shcnild be,

its means, its conditions, and the problems it had first to

solve. No one ever attempted to settle the all-important

question. How to determine whether any mental manifesta-

tion is the direct product of a Facultj', or the indirect product

of two or more Faculties ? bow to distinguish between Facul-

ties and Modes, between elementary actions and associated

actions, between energies and synergies ? Not a step

beyond rough approximative induction could be taken while

this scientific basis was unsettled. Thus while the meta-

physicians maintained that Memory, Judgment, Attention,

and Will, were elementary Faculties, Gall maintained that

they were only Modes of each Faculty ; and Auguste Comte,

in his modification of Gall's scheme, pronounces them to be

Synergies of the intellectual Faculties only. Who is right ?

Obviously the decision can only issue from some clearly de-

fined principle of analysis, biological or psychological, i.e.

derived from decomposition of vital phenomena (as when
the instinct of nutrition or the instinct of propagation is

affiliated on a distinct physiological law) or derived from the

decomposition of psychical phenomena (as when a complex

act is I'esolved into its elementary constituents).

* CViMBE : St/item vf rhrciwlo(jy, 3ril edit. p. i i.
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Sufli a cloa'-l^- di'liiu'il prhu'ipU' was uiisusjicoieil b}' (lull.

He avccploil the nulc iiiclicatioiis of observatiuu as suffificut.

Observing that some inon manifested a tendency to theft,

^\llieh was not manifested with equal energy by all men,

but which acted blindl}' and persistently, he at once con-

cluded that there was a special organ for this special instinct.

Spurzhcim was acute enough to sec tluxt this instinct was

less special, and that theft was tlie manifestation of acqui-

sitiveness. In like manner, the faculty of Cunning was by

Spurzhcim reduced to the simpler faculty of Sccretivcness,

by eliminating the intellectual element which gave it tlie

special chai-acter of Cunning, leaving thus the primitive

instinct of Secretiveness. Again, Ciail observing that soiim'

men were distinguished among their companions by Uh'

activity of their veneration, at once concluded that Venera-

tion was an elementary faculty ; though a very slight con-

sideration of the iihenomeiia might have shown him its

ciMnposit^' nature. By an unfortunate coincidence, the con-

vohition which Gall assigned to this faculty of Veneration

in man, was found to be consjucuously prominent in sheep.

A recent phrenologist explains this coincidence by aflirniing

tliat the identity of organs in nowise determines identity of

function in man and animals— a suicidal admission which ho

thus defends : If we analyse the mental phenomenon of

Veneration, we find that it has two elements : 1, the abstract

tendency to respect; 2, the idea of the object addressed.

' Tout acte de veneration humaine s'accomplit do cetto

maniere ct derive dc Vaclion combinee de circonvoiaiions dunt

jAuiiietirs ii'existent pus dunii le niouton.' *

What ftmction, then, has this organ in the sheep ? M.

Castle thinks that the gentleness and submission of the sheep

are due to this instinct of veneration. Broussais sees in it

the tendency of tlie flock to follow a leader.f The explana-

tion seems plausible until we examine the brain of a lion or

a tiger, and find the same organ there also. As M. Leuret

* Castle: Phrenologie ^piritunliete, 18G2, p. 10.

t BiiuvssAis : Cours de Phrbiohgie.
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pleasantly roinarlcs, ' L'organe de la veneration pour ccs

derniers, il faut en convenir, est nn organo parfaitenient in-

occupe.' *

It is to bo observed that the phrenologists have been fully

alive to the synergy of organs in producing mental pheno-

mena, and have often displayed gi-eat acuteness in their indi-

cations of synergies; but v?hat they have not done is to

establish a principle which could decide whether any given

manifestation were the direct function of an organ or the

product of various organs. Hence their extremely question-

able admission of Wit, Ideality, Colour, Individuality, and

Eventuality as original faculties ; while they reject others

equally special, such as a Memory for Dates, or a Memory
for Names. If obsei-vation suffice, surely the frequentl}--

observed facts of some men being incapable of remembering

iuiportant dates, such as the birthdays of their children,

while other men seem to remember with facility dates the

least important to them, ought to constitute a claim for the

independence of an organ for Dates ; the faculty being not

more legitimately affiliated on Individuality or Eventuality

than Wit is affiliated on Comparison.

Gall's Criticism on the jisychologists is effective. After

enumerating their various and discordant schemes of the

elementary faculties, he remarks, that whether a scheme

includes two, three, foiir, or seven, the error is always the

same, namely, that of mistaking abstractions for faculties.

' None of them designates an instinct, a propensity, a talent,

or any definite moral or intellectual faculty. How can we
explain by sensation, attention, comparison, reasoning,

desire, the origin and exercise of such instincts as propaga-

tion, love of children, adhesiveness, the talents for mechanics

music, mathematics, poetry, &c. ?' Go into a ftimily and ob-

serve the strongl3^-marked disposition of its members : one

is proud, the other servile ; one is quarrelsome and destnic-

tive, the other timid and affectionate ; one has an irresistible

* LevtvEt : Anttlumie cimfaric ilu fi/f/cne na trtix, 1839, i. p. 508.
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propensity to steal, another to construct niacliines ; one is

surprisingly musical, and his brother cannot distinguish one

tune from another. The same nursery, the same home, the

same masters, the same companions, fail to produce similar

characters ui dili'erently organised brothers and sisters. If

education and surrounding circumstances, he asks, had the

efiect of determining the direction of the faculties, and creat-

ing aptitudes—as people commonly sujjpose—how is it that

the female bird does not sing like the male ? Why do not

chickens learn to coo like the pigeons they live with ? Why
does each species preserve its peculiarities ? Above all, why

do not animals suckled and reared by parents of another

species, manifest the dispositions of their nurses ? Would

any companionship with idiilosophers develop in the juve-

nile athlete a power of seizing abstract relations and pur-

suing a long chain of reasoning by means of symbols 'P

Would the society of a herd of antelopes develop in the ram

the sensitive gi-ace and agility of a deer ? Hence the con-

clusion, confirmed by zoological comparison, that although

we are not born with Innate Ideas, we have Connate Facul-

ties and Aptitudes. But even this requires a qualification

which Gall saw to be important, namely, that just as the new-

born infant has not the maturity of organisation -which

permits tlie full performance of all physical functions—these

gi-adually emerging as development goes on—neither has he

the maturity of cerebral organisation which permits the

l)erformance of all the psychical functions ; the Faculties

grow and are developed ; and their gi-owth is dependent ou

the development of the organism.

Kant's great principle of seeking in the Laws of Thought

a solution of the problems of Philosophy, was by Gall ap-

proached from the biological side. ' Si I'on reconnait que

les sens procurent des materiaux nombreux, que I'esprit

travaille par le moyen d'instruments plus eleves, et si Ton

pent etablir que I'homme interieur lui-meme est doue d'une

multitude de dispositions, nous devons chercher nos idees et

nos connaissances en partie dans les phenomenes du nionde
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extei'ieur et dans leur emploi i-aisonne, et enpartie dans les lois

innees cles facuUvs morales et intellectuelles.' * It is true that

his attempt to discover these Laws was unsuccessful; but

the attempt was made fertile by his conception of the neces-

sity (not seen by Kant) of seeking the organic laws in the

organism itself. Kant sought them in subjective analysis.

Gall further saw that not only must the Laws of Thought

result from the Laws of the Organism, but that the plm-ality

of Faculties which observation indicated as existing, neces-

sarily implied a corresponding plurality of organs. To
attribute the moral and intellectual faculties vaguely to the

organism or the ' temperaments ' was a sterile procedure.

The organism as a whole does not see when the eye is

removed, does not secrete bile and saliva when the liver and

salivary gland are obstructed, nor does it think when the

brain is obstructed. And if the physiological functions have

each of them a separate organ, how can the psychical

functions be without their separate organs ?

Indeed all that relates to the general j^ropositious re-

specting a plurality of functions, and a plurality of organs,

Gall must be admitted to have triumphantly established. It

is only in the details that he is unsuccessful.

§ V. Verification of the Hypothesis.

Having indicated the chief points in the Method, I have

now briefly to specify the chief reasons which determine the

rejection of Gall's hypothesis. That it was a luminous and

fertile conception, has been already acknowledged. Like all

other conceptions, it had to be confronted with reality.

After such a confrontation it would either pass from the

condition of an hypothesis to that of a verified theory, or it

would be relegated to the limbo of tentative failures. At

the end of fifty years of attempted verification what is the

result ?

* Fonciions, i. ji. 8i.
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Tlie broad, j^alpablo' result to which I would first draw

attention is that Phrenology, assailed by ridicule, misi-epre-

sentation, argument, and passioiuite contempt, such as

usiiallj- salute every new and revokitionar}' hypothesis, has

not survived this opposition, has not lived down its ill repute,

and converted its antagonists, or the sons of its antagonists,

but has lingered with a feeble life of sectarian tradition,

inspiring no new prophets, raising up no influential dis-

ciples. If vehement oj^position is, unhappily, one almost

universal consequence of the promulgation of a new concep-

tion, there is, hapi)ily, another universal consequence of every

promulgated truth, namel}', that it spreads wider and wider,

and irresistibly draws successive generations into its fold.

Eidicule never killed any important truth
;

persecution

never finally suppressed it. The obstinacy of a few disciples

prevents the sacred flame from dying out ; by degi-ees it

attracts nioi-e serious attention, and this attention discovers

fresh evidence ; the adhesion of serious minds checks the

levity of superficial objectors ; the ridicule ceases, and calm

investigation proceeds. At this stage the new doctrine

perishes, or rapidly passes into general acceptance.

How has Phrenology borne the test J Instead of sur-

viving opposition it has decayed with, the declining opposi-

tion. It has ceased to be ridiculed, it has ceased to be

declaimed against as immoral, and— it has ceased to occupy

attention. While science has accepted much of what is

acceptable in Gall's method and results, no one has arisen to

extend and improve those results, no school of phrenological

investigators has kept pace with the discoveries of Anatomy
and Physiology, nothing has been added to the labours of

Ciall, Spurzheim, and George Combe, nothing has been done

to bring the doctrine into general acceptance. Here and

there a clever man is found who accepts Phrenology ; but he

is generally (I think it may be said always) one imperfectly

acquainted with the results of biological and psychological

research. At any rate, not ojie among the eminent physio-

logists, psychologists, or physio-psychologists of the present
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day, accepts the scheme as moi'e than a rude hypothesis,

while the vast majority reject it as a false hypothesis.

Such has been the result of fifty years' experience. Instead

of gaining ground it has been losing ground. Verification

has disproved, not confirmed, the hypothesis. Observation

has not supported the Craniosocopy ; nor has anatomical

research confirmed the Physiology. The disj^roof is over-

whelming, and on this account only has the doctrine sunk

into neglect.

In the brief space to which these remarks must bo re-

stricted, I cannot, of course, pretend to marshal a tithe of

the evidence which has been adduced in disproof. But there

are certain cruciiil instances which would alone suffice to

show that the hypothesis is miacceptable. I will begin with

Crauioscopy, because that has not only the largest mass of

facts in its favour, but is also the aspect of the hypothesis

which phrenologists most resolutely advance. That the great

diversities in mental manifestations may be con-elated with

the great diversities of cranial configuration is a proposition,

probable in itself, and rendered almost certain by the facts

phrenologists have collected. It is probable that every part

of the physical organism carries with it the sign of some

psychical peculiarity ; could we only read that sign ! And
so long as phrenologists content themselves with discerning

and registering all the cases of coincidence between certain

manifestations and certain configurations, they are well

employed. Such coincidences, however, must be rigidly

determined, and, like all other empirical facts, must be held

as mere sign-posts, until they be proved invariable, and until

they be bound together by some ascertained law. Now it

will scarcely be denied that the observed correspondences

between special cranial configm-ation and mental peculiari-

ties, do, in many instances, fail. Proportionately large

' organs ' are sometimes observed in eoniaection with very

inediocre powers
;

proportionately small ' organs,' on the

conti-ary, with very splendid powers. I wish rather to undei'-

state than overstate the difficulty, and I will not seek to gain
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;niy ailv:iiita'::fO by iimltiplviiig oxcoptioiis; it is oiKinyli t'oi-

the jJreseiit arijuiiiont if anj- exceptions have been observed

;

because any exception to an empirical generalisation is fatal

to it as an emiiirical generalisation, and can only be set aside

when the generalisation has ceased to be empirical, and has

become scientific. Thus, I am aware that phrenologists

explain each exception to their perfect satisfaction. But, in

cxi^laining it, they quit the sjjhere of empirical observation

to enter that of science ; and thus their explanation itself

has only the validity which can be given it by theory. To
make my meaning more definite, let us suppose that the

empirical gcnieralisation of large chests being the cause of

great muscular power, is under discussion. As an observed

fact—an empirical fact—the correspondence of broad chests

and muscular strength, is a valuable addition to our empiri-

cal knowledge. Taken as an indication, no one disputes the

fact ; but taken as a cause, and connected with a physiological

theory, it bears quite a different value. The jjliysiologist

may say that tlie fact proves breadth of chest to admit of

more perfect oxygenation of the blood, and thus causes

greater muscular power. Against such a theory we bring

the fact that no absolute and constant relation between

broad chests and muscular power exists; if we find large

chests accompanying strength we also find small chests in

certain lithe, wiry frames accompanying even greater

strength; the empirical generalisation is thus destroyed, the

explanation is shown to be imperfect, and the ratio of mus-

cular power is shown to depend on some other condition be-

sides the size of the chest.

When phrenologists explain the exceptions to their emjii-

rieal facts, they are on the field of pure science, and their

explanations can only have value in proportion to the validity

of the scientific principles invoked ; and thus the Art of

Cranioscopy is periietually forced to recur to Ph3'siology.

Considered empirically, we must say that the mass of

observations hitherto collected establishes that a causal

relation of some Idnd does exist between the conformation

of the skull and the charactei'. No one acquainted with
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these observations will deny that they are far too niinicrons

to be set down as mere coincidences ; but they require much
more precision, and, above all, they require a rational basis,

before they can be accepted as more than empirical indica-

tions. If a hundred men having a given cranial configura-

tion be found to manifest an unusual power of Calculation,

and if a hundred men having very ordinary power of Calcu-

lation be found to possess nothing noticeable in the cranial

configuration previously fixed on as related to number, the

conclusion inevitably is that n causal relation must exist

between the configuration and the manifestation ; but

whether the causal relation is the one phrenologists have

assigned is not proved by such observations ; and shoidd any

one unequivocal exception bo observed, it alone would suffice

to prove that the relation was still to seek. This is a verdict

of inductive Logic which has been strangely disregarded both

by phrenologists and their opponents. The opponents of

phrenology are too apt to argue as if the exceptional cases

destroyed the cases of observed correspondence ; the advo-

cates of phrenology almost universally argue as if the excep-

tions were simply unexplained phenomena by no means

impugning the legitimacy of their principles. They cling to

the facts of correspondence, and, aware of the logical error

of their opponents, aware that no amount of exceijtional

cases candestroj' the evidence which proves a causal relation,

have overlooked the equally imperative conclusion that one

exceptional case points to an incompleteness in the genera-

lisation ; and where the exceptions are numerous the incom-

pleteness must be great.

Now nothing is more certain than that observation in

daily life, and observation of remarkable cases, disclose nu-

merous and striking exceptions. The writings of anti-phreno-

logists abound in such. I will here mention but one, that of

Mangiamele, the calculating boy, an excellent account of

which is to be found in the work named below.* He was the

* Louis Piessf, : La Midecinc et les Medecins, 1857. From my reTie%y of this

work in Blackwood's Magazine, December, 1857, in an article entitled ' Phrenology
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son of a Sicilian shepherd, and i'nnii intiincy had given si<ins

of a remarkable calculating^ power, although he had not been

taujjht arithmetical methods, nor indeed anything of tiie

science of Number. He was entirely self-taught
;
yet the

rapidity with which he solved the most intricate arithmetical

problems without the aid of grajjhic signs, was marvellous,

and astounded the Academie des Sciences. Here was entirely

a crucial instance for Phrenology : a faculty so exceptional

in its vigour must have a corresponding development of its

organ. But what was the fiict? Instead of an eminence on

that part of the skull assigned to the organ ofNumber, there

was an absolute depression. The fact was admitted by the

phrenologists ; and indeed was too patent to be disputed ;

but Broussais and Dumortier endeavoured to evade it by

affirming that Mangiamele had, in reality, no special develop-

ment of the faculty of Number, he effected his marvellous

feats of calculation by—genius, iniiigination, and extraordi-

nary powers of induction and generalisation ! The dilennna

here is formidable ; either the bo}- could subtract, divide, and

multiply with astonishing rapidity and precision by means of

his Causalty, Comparison, Eventuality, Individuality (the

organs invoked to explain his manifestations), in which case

the organ of Number, established by Gall, on examination of

heads of celebrated calciilatoi's, is a fiction and a supi'rfluity,

the functions bemg performed by other organs ; or om;

organ may take upon itself vicariously the function of

another, and all phrenological observation becomes doubtful.

A man destitute of Tune may thus enchant the ears of

Europe by means of his Causality ; another may fill his

house with the squalling children of his neighbours by the

operation of Lis Comparison or Individuality. We can never

say to what organ any action is due ; and all the phrenolo-

gical cases are discredited, on such a supposition. Georg(!

Bidder is always cited as a clenching case of cori'esi:)ondence

between calculating power and the configuration assigned to

in Franco,' I have borrowed the account in tlic text. In Ibe same urtiole tlicre are

other striking case".
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Number. So far good. But now comes the case of Man-

o-iamele, with powers not less remarkable, and on his aknll

there is a depression instead of an elevation. That is to say,

the faculty is present in the absence of the organ—or, to

speak more accurately, the faculty is enormous where the

organ is i;nusually small.

Another and still more convincing example is that of the

iiTcbellum assigned as the organ of amativeness, and con-

sidered by phrenologists to be one of the best established

oi'gans in their scheme, founded upon numerous facts of com-

parative anatomy, jjathology, and common observation. It

is only necessary to interrogate tlie works of comparative

anatomists, physiologists, and i^athologists, to see that the

disproof of this hypothesis is overwhelming. What the

functions of the cerebellum are, we do not know as yet ; but

one thing we positively know, and that is, that it is not the

organ of sexual desire.*

I might take each organ in turn, and show tliat against the

facts phrenologists adduce in its favour, an array of facts can

be adduced against it, sufficient, if not to disprove altogether

the cranioscopic hypothesis, at any rate to throw such doubt

upon it as to be reconciled only by a rational exjilanation,

which must come from a true psychological law. The

rational explanation would either show the exceptional facts

to be perturbations of the law ; and these perturbations might

or might not admit of reduction to some subsidiaiy law ; or

it would show that the generalisation itself was imperfect.

In any case the facts observed preserve their value ; both the

facts against, and the facts in favovir of the generalisation.

Tluit the coimterfacts invoked by anti-phrenologists are not

always of the nature of perturbations, but of direct contradic-

tions, may be readil}- shown. Although inductive Logic refuses

* Kven M. Bhuiixand, who accepts Gall's I'l'incip'es, Ijut is imable to spe tlio

evidence for the localisations, and consequently rejects Cranioscopy, has recently

declared, ' quant a la localisation de I'instinct de la generation dans le cervelet, je

snis un de cenx qui I'ont combattue de la maniere la phis resolue, niais (oujours eii

respeetaut le principe fondamental de la pluralite et de la specialite des organes

cercbraux.' Bulletin tic I'. lead, de Medccine, avril I8G0, p. 083.
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to conclude against tlie cases of coiTOspomlonce simply on the

ground of cases of non-correspondence (perturbations), it

forces us to conclude on the ground of direct contradiction.

Let us consider the case of Mangiamele. Fifty examples of

the organ of Number largely developed, without correspond-

ing activity of the functional manifestation, would not disturb

the value of the observed corresi^ondences ; for these imperfect

manifestations may have been due to various perturbing

causes. But one case of the presence of an iinusual activity

of tlie function in the absence of the organ, or rather in a

remarkable deficienc}' of the organ, is a direct contradiction

of 1 lie supposed relation between the function and the organ;

and leads either to a relinquishment of the hypothesis, or

dissolves the very basis on which phrenology is erected. For

if functions can be active whci-e the corresponding organs are

deficient, or if one organ can take on the function of another,

cranioscopical indication is fallacious.

It is, therefore, simply on the ground of non-correspondence

with fact, as observed roughly in common, and as rigoi-ously

tested by the more jirecise methods of science, that Cranios-

copy has failed to gain general acceptance. Phrenologists

have collectc'd cases with great assiduity; these present an

imposing array ; but scientific scepticism brought to their

examination discloses fatal discrepancies. I say nothing of

the loose way in which many of the phrenological facts are

determined, though this alone would greatly diminish their

presumptive value:* it is enough that daily observation,

* 'All lieu (IV-niiiloyir Ic metro at lu baliince dans un ordrc do faits (jui lit

comportomient si bicii, Gall ct Spurzliiim ont toujours et leurs pai'tisans ont

prcsque tirtijours pnSfire la simplp inspection. Lcs mots " plus grand, plus petit,

enormement d^veloppe, il est facile do voir," se retrouvent a chacuno do leurs

pages, mot.s tres-cxpressifs pour les liommes prevenus, mais qui dans la realifc

n'ont lo plus souvcnt aucune vali;nr.' I^kihet: Aiialomic comparie dii Si/s/eiiic

viTKCux, i. p. 430. To the same effect Pakchappe : Recherchcs sur rEnccphalr,

1838, i. p. 10. The credulity of phrenologists is at times quite naive. Gall men-

tions the case of a bookseller b(jrn blind, who had nevertheless, by means of his

organ of colour, precise notions of the distinction and harmony of colours ' (Folic-

twiin, V. p. 8.5) ; and Mr. George Combe, not in the least sceptical of snch a ' fiict,'

records that he also knew ' a blind man who distinguished colours with great

accuracy by means of touch' (P/ircnulogi/, p. 413), Could not Mr. Combe detect
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practising the same loose incthotls of determination, con-

stantly alights on glaring discrepancies ; and that scientific

observation, guided by precise methods, uniformly discredits

the phrenological localisations.

But Ci-anioscopy might be true, or sufficiently true to

warrant the acceptance of its facts of correspondence between

cranial configuration and mental manifestations, j-et Phre-

nology, or the Physiology of the Brain which lias hitherto

fiirmed its scientific basis, might be very far from true. Gall

indeed supposed otherwise. He maintained that it was

purely by cranioscopic indications Ave could determine the

cei'ebral functions.* Unless the organs were all situated at

the surface of the brain, and (note this point !) ivere limited

within the superficial limits, Cranioscopy could bo no more

than Pliysiognomy, a rough indication of general conditions,

not an anatomical guide to functions. In other words, the

basis of Phrenology rests on four positions :

1

.

That the grey matter of the convolutions is the organic

substance of all jisychical actions.

2. That no other part of the nervous sj'stem has iiny

essential connection with the mind.

3. That each distinct faculty has its distinct organ.

4. That each organ is a limited area of grey matter.

Of these four fundamental positions, only the third is true,

and even that is left in vagueness, for Gall nowhere determines

what constitutes a Faculty, he nowhere describes an Organ

with anatomical precision. When the occasion presented

itself he was contented with vaguely saying :
' I call an

organ the material condition which renders the exercise or

manifestation of a faculty possible.' f He held—and in this

he opposed the materialist opinion—that faculties were

spiritual powers which were manifested by means of material

organs, but were in no sense the products of the organs.

tlie difference between distingnisliing colours and distinguishing coloured objects?

the one being bcj-ond the sense of touch, the other being simply fineness of

touch,

* Fonciions, iii. pp. 2, 4. t •^'-'"^- i- '-9--
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' The muscles and bones,' he said, ' are the material conditions

of movement, but they are not the faculty which causes

movement; the ensemble of the organization of the eye is

the material condition of sight, but is not the faculty of

sight. I call the material condition which renders possible

the manifestation of a moral qnalitj'or an intellectual faculty

(in onjan of the soul. I say that man in this life thinks and

wills by means of the brain ; but if any one concludes that

tl'c thinking willing being is the brain, or that the brain

thinks and wills, this is as if he said the mnscles are the

faculty of movement, or that the organ of sight and the

faculty of vision are one and the same.'* Whence it appears

that his conception of Faculty was as vague as his conception

of Organ. But even on his own principles it was manifestly

absui-d to define an organ as the material conditions, and

then to restrict these conditions to one small area of the

surface of the brain.

Thus only one of his four positions can be accepted as

true ; the other three are all more or less false. If it is

mainly to Gall's impulsion that science owes the definite

notions which enable us to reject his hypothesis, we must

pay him our tribute even while rejecting his views. There

is nothing derogatoi'y to him in asserti,ng that his knowledge

of the nervous system was incomplete, and that he had very

imperfect notions of what, strictly speaking, constituted an

Organ. On the latter point, Biology is still without a

satisfactory definition; and many biologists confound j^^o-

pn-lifn of lifiKiie wiih fanctionx of organs. Having made this

general remark, I will proceed to show, briefly, yet it is to

be hoped conclusively, the untenableness of Gall's cei-ebral

views.

1. The grey matter of the convolutions. ' L'on salt que les

fonctions, propres a chaque systeme de nerfs, sont rcalisees

dans leur expansion peripherique ; or j'ai demontre que les

circonvolutions du cerveau ne sont autre chose que I'expan-

* Fondions, ii. 232.

t
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sion peripherique des faisceaux dont il se compose
;
par conse-

quent, les circonvolutions du cerveau doivent etre reconnues

pour les parties ou. s'exercent les instincts, les sentimens, les

penchans, les talens, en general les forces morales et intel-

lectuelles.'*

Waiving for the present all consideration of the second

pi-oposition, which excludes every other portion of the nei-vous

system, and limits psychical functions to the convolutions of

the cerebrum and cerebellum, I remark that Gall altogether

fails to seize the distinction between functions and properties

of tissue, and consequently makes no attempt to define each

cerebral organ, beyond the limitation of a given superficial

area in an uniform substance. The properties of the velvet

(to recur to our former illustration) depend on the structure

of the velvet ; the uses to which that velvet is put are in no

sense determined by the folds in the velvet, but by the con-

nections of each part with other parts : thus the skirt, boddice,

sleeves, wristbands, and waistband, are various distinct parts

of the velvet dress, but the properties of the velvet do not

vary with this variation of the uses which they subserve. It

is the same with the grey matter of the brain : that also is an

uniform substance, variously folded into convolutions, and

variously connected with different parts of the organism ; the

special property of this uniform substance is Sensibility ; the

special functions subserved by it, depend upon its organic

connections. In connection with the variovis Senses, its

functions will be perceptions of Sight, Sound, Touch, Smell,

and Taste. In connection with visceral organs, its functions

will be perceptions of systemic sensations. In connection

with muscular organs, its functions will be volitional. The

brain has often been compared to a galvanic battery. Let us

adopt the comparison. On the ends of the two conducting

wires, two pieces of charcoal are fixed, and the result is the

electric light ; the two conductors are placed in a solution,

nnd the result is a chemical decomposition; the two con-

* Fo)iL-tiuii:<, ii. p. 13.

VOL. II. G G .
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tluctors are placed in a uiixture of gases, and the result is a

chemical composition ; the conductors are placed in relation

with a telegraphic apparatus, and the result is a trausmissiou

of a message from one country to another. But all these

various results have been due to the various applications of

the electric force, they have not been due to varieties in the

battery. By no inspection of the battery could these results

have been divined ; by no numeration of the several galvanic

couples could these phenomena have been discriminated. The

phenomena did not wholly depend on the plates of zinc and

copper; they did not at all depend upon the relative posi-

tions of those couples in the battery ; yet to enumerate the

various convolutions of the cerebrum, and affix to each, and

to separate areas of each, the various functions of the mind,

is as unscientific as to assign the electric light to one couple,

the telegraph to another, and the chemical decomposition to

a third couple, irrespective of their connections.

Of this Gall had no suspicion. As I have said, he had the

vaguest ideas of what constituted an organ ; and although he

declared, and truly declared, that the faculties, being 8ei)a-

rate, required separate organs, he nowhere endeavours to

demonstrate a cerebral organ. At one time he seems to con-

sider it a bundle of fibres ; at another a single fibre. That it

could be neither he never suspected. ' Le cerveau consistant

en plusieurs divisions dont les fonctions sont totalement dif-

ferentes, 11 existe plusieurs faisccaux primitifs, qui par leur

developpement contribuent a le produire conformement aux

lois auxquelles obeissent les autres syst^mes . . . nous rangeons

I>armi les faisceaux les pyramides anterieures et i^osterieures,

les faisceaux qui sortent immediatement des corps olivaires,

et encore quelques autres.'* Granting the hyj^othesis, we

should have to remark first, that the bundles were too few for

the seven-and-twenty faculties ; and secondly, that these

bundles are not to be discriminated on the area of the con-

volutions. Subsequently, he was disposed to regard every

• Gux: Anal, et Physiol, du Si/s/ime nerceux, i. p. 271. To the same effect

SpCKZueiM : Observations stir la I'lirinologie, pp. 74, 91-
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fibre in the nerves, or in the brain, as a little organ by itself.*

The conception of a fibre or a bundle of fibres constituting

an organ, will surprise the philosophic biologist.

It seems to me, that the objection which arises from the

preceding exposition is fatal to Gall's scheme. He affirmed

that the brain was not a single organ having a single function,

but a complex unity of various organs having diverse

functions. He established this position by a large array of

evidence. But when he came to take the next step, and

assign each function to its particular organ in the brain,

he was wholly without a princijjle of determination, he

neither conceived steadily what an organ was, nor attempted

anatomically to discriminate the parts of the brain that each

organ involved.f Considering that there are some sixty

distinct parts in the whole encejjhalon, each of which has

received its distinct name, we were surely in need of a

guide which would lead us amid the labyrinth, and point out

which parts were severally grouped into distinct organs?

Gall, who revolutionised the mode of dissecting the brain,

had no better guide than what cranial configurations might

suggest. The internal structvire of this eminently complex

apparatus was to be disregarded ; and our attention fixed on

the variations of the surface. One might as reasonably

explain the mechanism of the clock by the position of the

figures on its dial.

The subject of the convolutions is one which might furnish

Ml instructive chapter, did space permit ; but I must content

mj'self with affirming that the researches of anatomists have

dis2>roved every point advanced by Gall. Curiously enough,

M. Camille Dareste has placed beyond dispute the fact, that

* Fiinc/ions, i. p. 64.

t M. Pahchappe has well remarked, ' II est singulier que Gall, tout en per-

fecliounant Tanatomie du systime nerreux par d'importants traraux qui consti-

tuent son litre scientifique le plus glorieux, n'ait pas fait porter ses reeherehes

sur les points qui eussent precisemcnt pu servir a verifier la legitimite de son

systeme, s'il avait pu demontrer que la peripherie des hemispheres cerebraux ne

decompose effectivement en organes distincts, correspondant aux fonctions dis-

tinctcs dont il admettait 1' existence.' Bulhtin dc I'Acad, dc Midccinc, mai 18G5;

p. 684.
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the number and doyith of the convolutions bear no direct

proportion to the devek>praent of intelligence, whereas they

do bear a direct proportion to the size of the animal. Thus,

given the size of the animal in any genus, and he can predict

what are its convolutions ; or vice versa, given the con-

volutions, and he can predict the size of the animal. ' Toutes

les especes a cerveau lisse ont une petite taille ; toutes les

especes a circonvolutions nombreuses et compliquees sent, au

contrairc, de gi-ande taille.' *

In a word, the convolutions cannot be accepted as the

' organs ' of the faculties ; nor even as correctly indicating

the organs. They are simply forms of an uniform tissue

;

this tissue has a peculiar property, Sensibility, which

applied in different connections serves various functions ; but

the organ-n constituted out of these connected parts are no

more to be identified with the particular portions of the

vesicular tissue which supply their Sensibility, than the

telegraph is to be identified with the plates which supply its

electricity. Thus it is that the area of convcjlution which

in one man might be connected with a peculiar mechanism,

in another might be so imperfectly connected with that

mechanism, or might supply so imperfect a mechanism, that

the results would be different or even opposed. Of this

Cranioscopy can tell nothing. It is limited to the surface.

And hence it is that the skull is considered sufficient evidence.

The surface of the skull tells as much as the surface of the

brain ; as much and as little.

I will merely in passing observe, that the axiom of wliich

so much use is made by phrenologists, ' other things equal,

size is the measure ofpower,' though indisputable, is fallacious,

since the ' other things ' never are equal. If the exterr.al

indications were expressions of the internal structure, size

would be a measure of power, and Cranioscopy a guide to

character : unhappily it is not so.

Let us now pass to the second ixjsitidii (ni wliirli Plire-

Annates (lis Sciences naturell-K, .3 ome siTie, xvii. 30, ami U-mc sh\o. i. 73.
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nology is based, that the cerebi-uiu oulj is the seat of the

2)sychical faculties. Gall has here the vast majority of

biologists on his side. There is scarcely one teacher in a

hundred who does not declare the Brain, and the Brain

exclusively, to be the organ of the mind. I have elsewhere*

marshalled abundant facts and arguments in disproof of this

illogical and obstructive hypothesis ; but for the present it

is enough to point out that Gall was in opposition to his

own principles when he thus limited the seat of psychical

faculties. In opposition to logic, for he thei-eby implied that

community of structure did not carry community of property :

implied that ganglia in one part of the system had not the

same Sensibility as ganglia in another. In opposition to

zoological observation, for he thereby implied that the

instincts and propensities exhibited by animals with brains

could not be manifested by animals without brains, whereas

it is notorious that the instinct of propagation, the instinct of

destructiveness, the instinct of constructiveness, and others,

ai-e manifested by animals having no brains, nothing but

simj)le ganglia.

He had indeed a glimpse of the logical eiTor when he was

treating of the grey substance of the convolutions as the

origin of the nerves, for he there asks, ' pourquoi auroit-elle

dans le cerveau une destination diflerente de celle qu'elle a

dans les autres systemes nerveux ?
' f Had he not been

misled by his hypothesis of the nutritive office of the vesicular

substance (long since refuted), and had he conceived Sensi-

bility as the property of this tissue, he would have reversed

his question and asked, ' Why has this tissue Sensibility in

the convolutions, and not in every other ganglionic mass '?

'

* Physidlogy of Common Life, vol. ii. Rudolph Wagner finds liimself com-

pelled by tlie evidence of experiment to retract his former views and to admit the

existence of psychical niiinifpstations in tlie absence of tlie brain. ' Je reconnais

meme qu'un certain nombre de phenoiiiencs psychiques persistent chez le.s pigeons

auxquels on a euleve le cerveau, le cervelet, et une partie du mesoc(5phale.' Brown-

SeqKard's Journal de la Physioloyie, 1861, iv. o.il. My experiments on reptiles

and insects showed the pers'stenee of psychical manifestations after the head had

been cut oif.

t Gai.l: Annt. it Phy.-i. i. 242.
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Gall's principles demanded that the subjective analysis

should correspond with the biological analysis, and that

mental manifestations shonld be affiliated on the physical

organs ; but his Cranioscopy could not accommodate itself

to such a procedure : it demanded that the brain should

be the exclusive seat of the psychical faculties, and that the

surface of the brain shonld in its varieties reveal the organs

of those faculties.

If the reader has followed these few images with assent, he

will see that the basis of Phrenology is laid on shifting sand;

and that if men of science have long since declined to occupy

themselves with the hypothesis, it is because the alleged facts

of Cranioscopy are not found to be sufficiently accurate and

general to warrant confidence in that Art, and because the

Psychology and Physiology which Gall and his successors

offer us, are neither reconcileable with psychological analysis

nor with the present condition of Anatomy and Physiology.*

The course of our History now leads us to the important

movement in Germany, which, begun by Kant, ran a rapid

and brilliant career till it came to a crisis in the Hegelian

school. I have placed Gall before Kant, although chronology

is thereby somewhat disturbed, in order that from Kant the

course of evolution might be followed without interruption.

• iSpaoe has not permitted tlie citnlion of a tithe of tlie arguments and observa-

tions which discredit Phrenology. The student is referred to Lelut : H^jet de

r Organo/oflie, and his subsequent work La Physiologie de la Peiisee, for conclusive

examples against the special localisations ; also to Feissk, La Midecine ct les

Afedccina. With regard to Anatomy and Physiology almost any and every

modern work may be consulted ; but Leuhkt and Ghatiolkt, Anatomie compnrh
du Syslime nerveux ; or Wagneb, Neurologische Vntersuchungen, may be specially

named, the former abounding in facts drawn from comparative anatomy, which

admit of no escape.



NINTH EPOCH.

Recurrence to tlie fundamental question re-^pectimj the

Origin of Knowledge.

CHAPTER I.

KANT.

§ I. Life op Kant.

IMMANUEL KANT was born at Konigsberg, in Prussia,

22nd of April, 1724. His family came originally from

Scotland, and changed their name of Cant into Kant to suit

the German proninieiation. This Scottish origin, when

taken in conjunction with his philosophical connection with

Hume, has some little interest. His father was a saddler, a

man of tried integrity. His mother was somewhat severe,

but upright, speaking the truth, and exacting it. Kant was

early bred in a love of truth ; and had before him such

examples of moral worth as must materiallj^ have con-

tributed to form his own inflexible principles.

Madame de Stael has remarked, that there is scarcely

another example, except in Grecian history, of a life so

rigorously philosophical as that of Kant. He lived to a great

age. and never once quitted the walls of murky Konigsberg.

There he passed a calm and happy existence, meditating,

professing, and wi-iting. He had mastered all the sciences

;

he had studied languages, and cultivated literature. He
lived and died a type of the German Professor : he rose,

smoked, drank his coffee, wrote, lectured, took his daily walk
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always at precisely the same hour. The eatliedral cloek. it

was said, was not more punetual in its movements than

Immaniiel Kant.*

He was early sent to the University. There he begun and

there he ended his career. Mathematics and physics prin-

cipall}' occupied his attention at lii'st ; and the success with

which he pursued these studies soon manifested itself in

various publications. He predicted the existence of the

planet Uranus ; and Herschel himself, after discovering it,

admitted Kant's having first announced it.

But none of these publications attracted much attention

till the renown of his Critique of Pure Reason bad made

everything produced by him a matter of interest. Nor did

the Critique itself attract notice at first. The novelty of its

views, the repulsiveness of its terminology and style, for

some time obscured its real value. This value was at length

discovered and made known. All Germany rang with

praises of the new philosophy. Almost every ' chair ' was

filled by a Kantist. Numberless books and not a few

pamphlets came rapidly from the press, either attacking or

defending the principles of the Critical Philosophy. Kant

had likened himself to Copernicus. The disciples likened him

both to Copernicus and Newton, declaring that he had not

only changed the whole science of Metaphysics, as Coj^er-

nicus changed the science of Astronomy, but had also con-

summated the science he originated.

The Critique was, he tells us, the product of twelve years'

meditation. It was written in less than nine months. These

two facts sufficiently explain the defects of its composition.

In his long meditations he had elaborated his system, divided

and subdivided it, and completed its heavy and useless

terminology. In the rapidity of composition he had no time

for the graces of style, nor for that all-important clearness of

structure which (depending as it does upon the due gradation

of the parts, and upon the clearness with which the jiarts

* He mentions having once licen kept two or three days from his promenade hy

reading Rousseau's &mile, which had just appeared.
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Ihemselves are conceived) may be regarded as the great

desideratum of a philosopliieal style.

But in spite of these defects—defects which would have

been pardoned by no public but a German public—the

Cfitiqne became celebrated, and its author had to endure the

penalty of celebrity. He was pestered with numerous calls

of curious strangers, who would not leave Konigsberg with-

out having seen him. To the curious were added the ad-

miring. Enthusiastic scholars undertook long journeys to

see their great master. Professor Reus one day walked

into his study, saying brusquely that ' he had travelled a

hundred and sixty miles to see and speak with Kant.' The

visits became so numerous, that in the latter part of his life

he contented himself with merely showing himself at the

door of his study for a few minutes.

Kant never spoke of his own system, and from his house

the subject was entirely banished. He scarcely read an}' of

the attacks on his works : he had enough of Philosophy in

his study and lecture-room, and was glad to escape from it

to the topics of the day.

He died on the 12th of February, 1804, in the eightieth

year of his age, retaining his powers almost to the last. He
latterly, during his illness, talked much of his approaching

end. ' I do not fear death,' he said, ' for I know how to

die. I assure you that if I knew this night was to be my
last, I would raise my hands, and say " God be praised !

"

The case would be far different if I had evei- caused the

misery of any of his creatures.'

A picture of Kant's daily habits, and many interesting

traits of his character, will be found in the works named

below.* I cannot find space for such details ; nor for mox-e

* BoHowsKi : DarstcUung dcs Lehens mid Charakfir Immaimel Kanfs, 1804 : a

biography revised by Kant himself, though not published during his lifetime.

Wasianski : Immanud Kant in seinem letztin Lebensjahren, 1804. This has been

reproduced by De QuiNCEY : WorJcsAW., ' L;ist Daysof Immanuel Kant,' where the

English reader will do well to seek it. Schubert : Kant's Bioyraphk. in the edition

of Kant's works by Rosexkkaxz and Schubert. Perhaps the best of all the

biographies is that in Kuno Fischub : Geschichte der nciiren PhUosophie, two

large volumes of which are devoted to Kant.
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than a passing mention of Kant's relation to Swedenborg, of

which such unjustifiable use is often made by the admiiers

of the latter, who proclaim with emphasis, that Kant

testified to the truth of Swedenborg's clairvoyance. He
did nothing of the kind. In his Letter on Stvedenhorg* he

narrates two of the reported cases of Swedenborg's clair-

voyance, and saj's he knows not how to disprove them, they

being supported by such respectable testimony ; but he

nowhere testifies to them himself; and in the Traume eines

Geister.ii'hers, no less than in the Anthropologie, §§35 and

37,t his energetic contempt for Swedenborgianism and all

other Schwnrmerei is unequivocally expressed.

It is nearly a hundred years since the Tfrt'iA: was published,

and philosophers not only still meditate on it, but dispute as

to the meaning of its cardinal passages. One is tempted to

suspect that much of its fascination lies in its obscurity.

Students first repelled are next attracted b}' it
;
piqued into

vanquishing the difficulty, they end by overvaluing their

conquest. When translated into the language of European

thought, I believe Kant's special contributions are nowa-

days of slight value, and that his psychology almost every-

where must be rejected ; hence I cannot withstand the

conclusion, that had he written intelligibly he would seldom

now be read. Be this as it may, his style is positively

disgraceful. Speaking from a tolerably extensive acquaint-

ance with such literature, I can name no other work of real

power (and the power of the Kritik is titanic) which exhibits

a like disregard of every condition of style. Its terminology,

though repulsive, may have been advantageous ; but its

composition is inexcusable. The sentences are long, clumsy,

involved ; the separate clauses are seldom well constructed,

and they are thrown together rather than logically sub-

ordinated. But this is not all. The phraseology is ai)proxi-

mative when it needs sharp precision, and is vacillating to a

* Kliine anthrojxAngischc Schriften (Theil yii. p. 5, ed. Rosenkraxz).

t Zweile Abthcil. p. 89 sq. On this subject of Swedenboho see the full and

interesting discussion in Kuso Fischer, III. 227 sq.
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remarkable degree. ' Kant,' says Mr. Mahaffy, ' honestly

confesses in tlie conclusion of his second preface, that he

feels he has no power of expressing himself clearly ; and true

to his word he always thinks he is explaining a matter b3'

talking about it, and going round it, and enforcing it by

mere variation of language ; and yet in most cases his first

statement is by far the best.' The great thinkers, Descartes,

Spinoza, Leibnitz, Hume, subtle as they were, had sutncient

mastery of language to present their thoughts in a style that

was at once intelligible and engaging. Their profundity was

clear depth. To find a companion for the Kritik we must

go back to the work of the great geometer Archimedes,

whose propositions require to be read over and over again

before the student seizes the meaning that is to be demon-

sti'ated, and whose demonstrations puzzle even the mathe-

matician to follow. Kant defends himself in one place by

assuming that it is the absence of a popular and entertaining

style which causes the Kritik to be dipped into and not read
;

and he has a ready retort against the philosophic student

who should demand entertainment.* But the reason lay

deeper ; and the proof is manifest in the controversies which

from the first appearance of the work down to onr own day,

have been carried on by professed Kantists respecting his

meaning. In spite of all the study and all the commentaries,

professors of eminence, even in this year 1870, are writing

angry pamphlets against each other respecting the interpreta-

tion ofKant's views on Space and Time;t and if Germans thus

fail, what chance is there for Englislimen and Frenchmen ?

So little composition is there in the Kritik that a contro-

* Prolegomena zu jeder ki'tnftgen Metnphysik. Werke, iii. 172, ed Haktex-
STEiN, 1838. This is the edition I cite from, unless when the exception is specially

mentioned.

Trendelenburg, the editor of Aristotle and author of the very remarkable

Logische Vniersicchungcn, acousfA Kuno Fischer, the philosopher and historian, of

misunderstinding Kant. Replies followed replies. Comp. Kvxo Fischer's second

edition of the work on Kant; Trendelenburg's pamphlet: Kuno Fischer mid
scin Kant. EiiK Entgegnung. 1869; and Fischer's pamphlet: AiUi-Trendclenbvrg

,

Eine Duplik, 1870. After this Gr.\pengiesser entered into the fray in a spirited

pamphlet: Kant's Lehre von Battm mid Zeit. Jan. 1870. A stroke of paralysis

probably prevented Trendelenburg from continuing the dispute.
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versy has arisen, and is yet far from sottkHl, respecting the

changes iu doctrine, as well as in exposition, introduced in

the second edition of the Kritik. Michelet, Schopenhauer,

and Kuno Fischer affirm a radical change ; Ueberweg and

Mr. Mahaffy affirm complete consistency'.*

Kant never writes well ; but he is intelligible in other

works, and repulsive only in the Kritik. On this account, and

on others, the student is advised to leave that work in peace

until he has, from other sources, mastered the Kantian prin-

ciples ; which may easily be done by some such course as

this: Beginning with Mr. Mansel's Prolegomena Logica, and

Victor Cousin's Lemons sur Kant, he may take in hand Apelt's

Melaphijsik, which reproduces the Kantian ideas in a clear

style ; he is then fitted for Kaut's Prolegomena, which is a

popular exposition expressly written to make the Kritik

intelligible.t

§ II. The Critical Philosophy.

Defective as a writer, as a thinker Kant was one of the

most searching and revolutionary. He produced a deep

and agitating impression on the mind of Europe that can

only be fitly compared with the French Revolution. Both

influences were great and admirable in destruction, without

caiTying in them the seeds of reconstruction. Both were

culminations of anarchical tendencies. Both embodied the

Kixn Fisi iiEii : Contmintary on Kant's Krilik. Transliitcil l.y J- 1'- Maiiai ky,

18GC. (This excellent trunsliition of the chaplcis of Fisciiku's work whii-li rulate

to the Kritik, is enriched with ai-ule annotations, and should be consulted by every

student of Kast.) Uehkrweo: J)e priorc cl poslcriore funna KaiitiiitifC Critices

Kationis Pur<t, 1861, and Si/stem der Logik, 186.5.

t ' It describes the way in which Kant reached his discoveries. It shows the

whole critical investigation in its natural untrammelled course, and thcrefor« not

onlv shows U8 but facilitates our view of the inner construction of the critical

philosophy.' Kvao Fischkk, op. (it. 24. This work, which would be easily

intelligible to the English public, has not found a translator, whereas the Krilik,

on all grounds repulsive, has been several times translated. I shall occasionally

avail myself of the version by Mr. Mkiki.ejoHN published in Bohn's rhilusophicd

JAhrary. (I refer to it as The Critick of Pure lleamn, sometimes simply the

Critick.) It is not always accurate, and .Mr. Maiiafpy who has examined it, is

sometimes severe in condemnation of it ; but the enormous difficulty of translat-

ing German philosophical language into English equivalents should make us

grateful for the eifort and reluctant to find fault.
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results of the travail of centuries. And as the Revolution

gave a new aspect to European politics, so Kant gave a

new aspect to European Metaph3'sics. Yet there was nothing

really novel in his Method. There was little that was ab-

solutely' new in his conclusions.

There will be many readers surprise 1 at this statement, es-

pecially Germans, and students of German Philosophy.

Kuno Fischer, for example, whose opinions I never lightly

estimate, and whose History displays great flexibility of

judgment no less than comprehensive knowledge, opens his

work on Kant with the remark that among all systems none

has so little in common with its forerunners as the Kantian.

He founded a thoroughly new Philosophj-, one which essen-

tially had nothing in common with an}' predecessor. By this,

Fischer means that Kant's object was diffei-ent from that of

all other thinkers, and that his Method was novel^^ JErede-

cessors regarded PhilosopEyiis an exiilanation of things, a

rationale of the Cosmos. In the course of evolution the

particular sciences emerged, each of which gave its explana-

tion of the group of things which it treated of. Science

separated itself from Metaphysics, and Experience set Specu-

lation aside, as troublesome, if not futile. From this moment
the chief philosophical problem Avas, What is the relation

of Speculation to Experience? which iinplicitly contained

the question : Has Speculation any authority at all in

Philosophy not derived from Experience ? Leibnitz en-

deavoured to reconcile the two. He was at once meta-

physician and man of science ; a master in both ; but his

physics rested upon metaphysics. His differential calculus

originated in his metaphysical law of continuity ; his dis-

covery of the measure of force rested on his concsption of

vis viva. The metaphysical bias was so dominant in his

system that his scholars separated Speculation from Ex-

perience, and the Wolfian School constructed a purely

rational Cosmology and rational Psychology.

Then Kant appeared, who regarded the true position of

Philosophj' to be that of an independent science which stood
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in relation to all the separate sciences, as these stand to

their objects. Thus was the controversy between Science

and Metaphysics reconciled. Philosophy, in this view,

ceased to be an exi^lanation of things, to become an explana-

tion of our knowledge of things, ' it became a necessary

science, since it explained a fact which needed explanation

no less than every other fact ; at the same time it became a

7ietv science, for it explained a fact hitherto inexplicable.'

The hitherto inexplicable fact being, How is Experience

possible ? When a physicist seeks the explanation of a

physical fact, he seeks the conditions under which it aiuses,

the forces of which it is the outcome. Thus proceeded Kant

:

he sought the conditions of human knowledge, the forces

out of which alone it could arise. His i^hilosophy was

everywhere and wholly critical ; it stood in relation to the

dogmalind as Optics stands to Vision, as Acoustics to Hear-

ing.

Had not Descartes, Hobbes, Locke, Berkeley, Hume,
Condillac also seen that to explain our knowledge, the

conditions must be investigated ? Fischer is by no means

disposed to deny it, but he objects that these were mere

efforts, and imperfect efforts, Kant alone chose the right

way, and a new way. They jdaced themselves at the wrong

point of view ; and no straining of the eye will enable us to

see what lies outside the sphere of vision. They fancied they

explained the facts of Cognition, but the grounds which they

advanced were themselves cognitive. The true standing

point was discovered by Kant in the simple truth that if

Cognition is to be explained at all it must be through

conditions which precede Cognition, and cannot therefore

be detected either in Experience or in Reason. This is the

G^^ of Columbus.

Hegel objects to Kant's ' insisting on our learning to

swim before venturing into the water.' Fischer properly

retorts that Kant's object was not to learn swimming, but to

explain it. We can speak without knowledge of grammar

;

think, without knowledge of logic ; see, without knowledge
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of optics ; live, without knowledge of physiology ; but are

these sciences, therefore, superfluous ? And what these

sciences are to their objects, the critical science is to Cogni-

tion. Hegel's objection is answered ; but the dim sense of

contradiction which prompted it was grounded on a true

feeling_of a fallacy_m Kant^ procedure^ Of this fallacy

more anon; let us pursue Fischer's exjiosition.

Bacon, without positively denying that we could know the

supra-sensible, assigned to Metaphysics a sort of convent-life

I'emoved from Physics, and tended by those sterile virgins,

Final Causes. Locke limited knowledge to sensibles.

Berkeley followed in the same direction. Hume came to

destroy even this ground of certitude. Experience can give

no absolute certainty, for all judgments to be absolute must

be identical, and no judgment founded on exi^erience can be

analytical. Mathematical judgments are true, because

analytical ; all others are dubious, because synthetical. Kant

agrees with Locke that knowledge of things in themselves

is impossible, there can be no metaphysic of the supra-

sensible. He agrees with Berkeley that all our knowledge

is knowledge of phenomena which are only our ideas. He
agrees with Hume in the division of judgments into analytic

and syuthethic ; and that all judgments of Experience are

synthetic ; and that it is impossible to explain either by

Experience or Reason how one thing can be the cause of

another.

Having thus followed Kuno Fischer through the fortj'-

five pages in which he defends his thesis of Kant's entire

originality, I must repeat my assertion that there was

nothing new in the Method. The problem he undertook to

solve was the problem we have seen constantly presented in

modern philosophy : Have we any ideas independent of

Experience ? The attempts to solve it have been exhibited

in the chapters on Locke, Hume, Condillac, Reid, and Gall.

All agree in declaring Experience the sole source of ideas
;

yet since this principle led to Scepticism, there only seemed

an escape in Common Sense. Kant declined the refuge of
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Common Sense* "While all af>Teed that Experience was the

source of knowledge, he proponnded the question : What is

Experience? What are its constituents'?

It cannot justly be said that Hobbes, Locke, Hume, Con-

dillac, and Reid did not examine into the origin of know-

ledge, and set forth what they conceived to be the constituent

elements of Experience. If Kant proposed a novel theory

of these constituents, assuredly the attempt to furnish a

theory was in nowise novel ; and I cannot accept his state-

ment, which one so often hears echoed, that his conception

of a criticism of the understanding was entirely original.

To investigate the conditions of Exjjcrience had alwa3'S been

the labour of psychologists. To separate the a priori from

the d poslcrion elements in knowledge, had been the special

industry of Descartes, Leibnitz, and all the upholders of

Innate Ideas, Fundamental Laws of Thought, &c. No one

had more emphatically than Leibnitz asserted that although

knowledge begins with Sensation, it is not all derived from

Sensation ; but that in all Experience there is a quota

furnished by the mind, and this quota is distinguishable by

the character of universality and necessity. While there

was in truth no novelty in Kant's undertaking, there was

also no novelty in his Method. He followed the old path-

way, and, analysing the Mind in its developed forms without

going back to the earlier stages of development, wholly

missed the true conditions of Experience. This Method is

in striking contrast with that pursued by him in his

luminous conception of a Cosmolog}-, which has since been

worked out by Laplace and others, and has taken its jjlacc

in science as the Nebular Hypothesis. The problems were

strictly analogous : Psychology was called ujwn to explain

how Experience arose, how the Mind in all its varied pheno-

mena, could be evolved out of biological conditions; Cos-

mology was called upon to explain how the Planetary

• He s;ii.l it was the notable iiiTcntiiiu of modern limes wliereliy the <m[i(i(st

nooillc could place himself on a level with llie yiroloundest thii)ker. Prolcyuweiia

sujcdcr iiiu/lii/ca Mclaphysik. Vorrcde.
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System arose, whence its movements, why the planets had

an elliptical orbit and revolved on their axes, and why

the eccentricity of the orbit increased with the distance

from the sun, so that the planetary course passed into

the cometary—-these and all related questions had to be

deduced from the mechanical laws discovered by Galileo,

Kepler, and Newton. But while the problems were thus

analogous, very divergent were the Methods. He wrote

a Natural History of the Heavens,* but followed another

Method in his attempt at a Natural History of Mind. In

the one case he fashions a hypothesis on strictly in-

ductive and empirical data. He starts from the material

chaos in which nothing is present beyond the elementary

substances, and their primitive forces of attraction and

repulsion : out of these substances and these forces, as

known to us, he constructs the universe known to us ; they

are the factors of which the planetary system is the product.

The analogous procedure would have been to start from

Sensibility with its elementary modes of combination, and

show how from these factors the familiar product was

evolved. As in the one case nothing but Matter and its

two modes of action were to be admitted, so in the second

case nothing but Sensibilit}' and its modes of action should

have been admitted ; this would have given a theory of the

conditions of Experience, this would have answered the

question : How is Experience possible ? which would have

answered the question : How are synthetic judgments

a priori possible ? Instead of pursuing such a course, Kant

begins by asking what is there which precedes Sensibility,

what is there in Experience which is not given in Sense, but

is antecedent to it ? He might as well have asked with the

philosophers of old : And chaos whence ?

In a word he pursued the old Metaphysical Method, in-

stead of pursuing the Biological Method. I do not for the

* Allgemeine Hahtrgeschichte und Theorie dcs Uimincls, oder Verstich von der

Verfassung und dem mechanischen Ursprunge des gamen Wdtgebdttdes, nock

Newtonischen Grnndsiitzen ahgchanddi. Wcrke viii. 217-232.

VOL. n. It U
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present appreciate the value of this procedure, nor of its

results, but only point out that his claim to have originated

a new inquiry and on a new Method cannot be accepted.

The d priori elements which he is imagined to have dis-

covered by analysis of Experience, arc the familiar Innate

Ideas, Laws of Thought, Native Dispositions of the Mind,

under new aspects. Here, as elsewhere, his power is dis-

played ; the old conceptions have a new precision, and with

it a tenfold value, so that after Kant no one will probably

return to the old forms. But his immense power of thought

has not been directed by a novel Method, and in spite of his

destiiiction of Metaphysical dogmas, in spite of his own

scientific interest and culture, he remains the fountain-head

of ceaseless streams and rivulets, pouring deviously into the

shoreless ocean of speculation.

Before him the majority of philosophers failing to see, or

positively refusing to see, that the conditions of Experience

must be sought in the conditions of the organism, imagined

they should find an explanation simply by interrogating

Consciousness as Experience presented it. Kant set himself

to isolate the two elements a priori and d posteriori, in the

hope that he might thus analyse what was due to Experience

from what preceded it.

On interrogating his Consciousness, ho found that neither

of the two ordinary' explanations would account for the

phenomena: certain ideas, such as Time, Space, Causality,

etc., could not be resolved into Experience alone : nor, on the

other hand, although a priori, could they be supposed abso-

lutely independent of Experience, being as it were only the

forms (necessary conditions) of Experience.

In this conception the existence of the two distinct factors

is assumed. ' That all our Iniowledge begins with Expe-

rience,' he says, ' there can be no doubt. For how is it

possible that the faculty of cognition should be awakened

into exercise otherwise than by means of objects which affect

our senses, and partly of themselves produce representations

{VorstcUimge'ii), partly rouse our powers of understanding
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into activity, to compare, to connect, or to separate these,

and so to convert the raw material of our sensuous impres-

sions into a knowledge of objects which is called Experience ?

In respect of time, therefore, no knowledge of ours is ante-

cedent to Experience, but begins with it. But although all

our knowledge begins with Experience, it by no means

follows that all arises out of Experience. For, on the con-

trary, it is quite possible that our empirical knowledge

{Erfahrungserlceniitniss) is a compound of that which we

receive through impressions, and that which the faculty of

cognition supplies from itself (sensuous impressions giving

merely the occasion), an addition which we cannot distinguish

from the original element given by sense, till long practice

has made us attentive to and skilfid in separating it. It is

therefore a question which requires close investigation, and

is not to be answered at first sight—whether there exists a

knowledge altogether independent of Experience, and even

of all sensuous impressions.'*

Kant compares the revolution he effected in Philosophy to

the revolution Copernicus effected in Astronomy. He asks

how it is that Mathematics and Physics have been perfected.

' Thales, or whoever he was, who first demonstratedthe right-

angled triangle, had a luminous conception ; for he found that

it was not by contemplating the figure before him or deduc-

ing its properties from his concept of the figure, but found that

it was necessary to bring out these properties consti-ucted by

him a 'priori, and that to arrive at a, priori certainty he must

not attribute to the object any other properties than those

necessarily deduced from the concept he had formed.' t

Now this, which may be the legitimate process in Mathe-

matics, is not only an illusory process in Physics, but is the

process which was actually followed until the advance of the

Objective Method came to discredit it for ever. Mathematics

is deductive and a priori ; and it was because the early phy-

sicists tried to construct their science on the same a 2^>'iori

* Kritik: EinlcUnng. (Meiklejohn's trans, p. i.)

t Ki-itik: Vvrrcdc ^I'.r cwcihn Auxffahe, II. li.
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method tliat they fiiiled egi-egiously. Kant, referring to

Galileo and Ton-icolli, affirms that they also proceeded on this

Subjective Method. ' They learned that Reason only sees that

•which it produces according to its own scheme {tvas sie selhst

nach ihrem Entwurfe hervorbringt) ; that it must advance with

principles of judgment according to invariable laws compel-

ling Nature to answer its questions, and not allow itself tofollow

Natnre''s lead.' Reason, in short, is to dictate to Nature as a

master, not obey her as a pupil ; and Physics, we arc told,

owes its revolution to this luminous idea ! To make Meta-

physics a progressive study, he conceived that a similar

revolution was necessary. Hitherto men had assumed that

knowledge should accommodate itself to external objects ; he

now proposed to reverse this procedure, and assume that

objects obeyed the laws of knowledge.*

He calls this system critical, because it is founded on an

examination of our cognitive faculties, and compares his

point of view with that uf Copernicus. And the comparison

is in so far just, that instead of constructing our knowledge

of the world out of the two factors. Consciousness on the one

hand, and the World on the other, he constructed the World

out of Consciousness, and our knowledge out of the laws of

Consciousness. Nevertheless his attempt to deduce the laws

of the phenomenal world from the laws of mind, only gave

greater precision to the attempt of Descartes to deduce the

world from Consciousness ; it was the same as the attempts

of Leibnitz and Berkeley in Method ; and the result was very

much the result obtained by Hume, namely, that we can know

nothing but our own ideas, we can never know things per se.

Kant, after analyzing the operations of the mind, discovered

indeed certain principles of certitude ; but he admitted that

those principles could not be applied to things beyond the

mind ; and that all within the sphere of our cognition was no

more than phenomenal. He reviews his investigation, and

• ' Bi9l)pr nahm man an, alle unsere Erkenntniss miisse sich nach den Gegen-

etantlen ric-hten . . . man vcrsuche es daher einmal, dass wir annohmen, dio

Gegenslaudo mnsscn sich nach unserer Erkenntniss riclitcu.'

—

Loc. oil. p. 1 7-
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then, declaring that he has gone the round of the domain of

human Understanding and measured it exactly, he is still

forced to admit that the domain is only an island. Nature

has assigned to it invariable limits. It is the empire of

Truth; but it is surrounded by a stormy and illimitable sea,

upon which we discover nothing b\it illusions. There, on that

sea, the navigator, deceived by masses of ice which appear

and disappear successively before him, believing that at every

moment he is about to discover land, wanders without repose,

guided only by one hope ; he is the plaything of the stormy

waves, always forming new plans, always preparing himself

for new experiences, which he cannot renounce, and j'et

which he can never obtain.

To the Sceptic Kant says, ' No : experience is not a

deceit ; human Mind has its fixed laws, and those laws are

true.'

To the Dogmatist he says, ' But this Mind can never

know Things i^cr se. It is occupied solely with its own
Ideas. It perceives only the Appearances of Things. How
would it be possible to know Noumena? By stripping them
of the forms which our Sensibility and Understanding have

impressed upon them {i.e. by making them cease to be

Appearances). But to strip them of these forms, we must
annihilate Consciousness—we must substitute for our Sen-

sibility and Understanding, a faculty, or faculties, capable of

perceiving things per se. This, it is obvious, we cannot do.

Our only means of communication with objects are precisely

this Sensibility and this Understanding, which give to objects

the forms under which we know them.'

To the Dogmatist, therefore, Kant's reply is virtually the

same as Hume's. He proves that the Mind, from the very

nature of its constitution, cannot know Things per se. The

question then arises. Have we any other Faculty capable of

knowing Things per se ? The answer is decisive. We have

no such Faculty.

The difference between Hume and Kant, when deeply con-

sidered, is this :—Hume said that the Mind was treacherous.
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and as such it rendered Philosophy impossible. Kant said

that the Mind was not treacherous, but limited, it was to

be trusted as far as it went, but it could not go far enough

;

it was so circumscribed that Ontology was impossible.

§ III. The Pkeliminaky Positions.

Ontology being impossible, Metaphysic reduces itself to

the less ambitious yet still important position of the science

of the necessary limitations of knowledge. It accompanies

all sciences ; the ' handmaiden of wisdom,' die Begleitcrin der

Weisheit, Kant names it. To found such a Metaphysic is

the object of the ' Critique of Pure Eeason.'

Two positions demand special scrutinj^ because on them

the whole edifice will be found to rest ; if they are unsound

the fabric totters, if they are indisputable the system is

secure. These two fundamental positions are, the distinction

between analytic and synthetic judgments ; and the dis-

tinction between d priori and a posteriori judgments. They

have played a great part in modern Philosophy, and are

illustrations of the tendency (already noted in our Prole-

gomena) to confuse questions of Morphology with questions

ofAnatomy, questions of Metaphysics with questions of Logic.

Let us first see Kant's exposition :
—

Analytic judgments are those which merely write out and

explain our experience, but add nothing to our stoi'e {Erlciu-

tcrungsnrihcile) ; thus when we say that ' Body is extended,'

or that a triangle is ' a figure with three sides,' the judgment

is analytic : the attribute of extension being involved in our

conception of Body, and the attribute of three-sidedness being

involved in our conception of a triangle. But synthetic

judgments predicate -some attribute not involved in the

concejition of the object, and they extend our experience by

this addition (Erweiterungsurtheile) ; as when we say that

' a straight line is the shortest path between two points,'

the conception of a straight line not involving that of a

shortest path ; again, when we say ' all bodies are heavy,' the
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judgment is syntlietic because the predicate ' weight' is not

a mere writing out of our conception of bodies, it is some-

thing added to that conception.

A priori judgments are those which are not derived from

Experience, but belong to the native stinicture of the mind,

which structure is one of the conditions {Bedingimgen) of

Experience, rendering it possible. A posteriori judgments

ai-e those derived from Experience : that is to saj, products

of the mind and external objects, the functions of these two

coefficients.

A synthetic d priori judgment is one which Experience

may confirm but cannot originate ; as when we say that ' a

straight line is the shortest path between two points,' which

is a truth independent of Experience, having a necessity

and universality which Experience cannot bestow ; for

although it may show how a straight line is in numerous

cases the shortest path, it cannot show that there is abso-

lutely nowhere a shorter path between two points. A syn-

thetic a posteriori judgment is one resulting from our ex-

perience, as when we say : Gold is ductile, we must already

know from Experience that gold is ductile before we can

predicate ductility of gold.

Such, in brief, is Kant's teaching. As a logical division,

this of analytic and sj^nthetic may have its uses ; all well-

marked distinctions, even if purely verbal, are aids to

thought ; but unhappily, like other aids, they become ob-

stacles when their artificial nature is forgotten, and verbal

diffijrences are accepted as real. Such seems to me to have

been the case here. Kant regards the distinction as the

keystone of the arch. He admits that it can have little use

elsewhere, but says that in reference to the criticism of

human understanding it is indispensable.*

Logically, analytic judgments are concepts, synthetic

judgments are the union of concepts. But psychological

* ' Diese Eintheilung ist iu Anschimg der Kritik des mensehlichen Verstandea

unentbehrlich.'

—

Prolec/onicna, § 3, p. 181. ' No subject in modern speculation,'

says Hamilton, 'has excited an intenser interest.'

—

Eeid's Works, p. 787.
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analysis displaj's the concept itself as a S3"ntliesis, namely

as the integration ofperceptions, oi* their combination into a

whole.*

Psychologically, sj-nthetic judgments ai-e only analytic

judgments in the making : they difter as a problem stated

and a problem solved. A synthetic judgment becomes

analytic as soon as its elements are integrated. Thus, that

' all bodies are extended' is now an analytic judgment, be-

cause now the definition of body includes extension. That
' all bodies are heavy ' is equally' analytic, equally a mere

>vi-iting out of our concept of body and its attributes, equally

included in the comprehensive definition of body ; though it

once was an extension of our experience, an addition to the

concept. To the physicist, as Trendelenburg remarks,

weight is as much a mark of the concept ' body,' as exten-

sion is to the mathematician.! Both extension and weight

are predicates ; the act of predication is the same mental

process in one case as in the other. There may be some

difBculty in recognising the synthetical nature of the pre-

dication where the elements have been so integrated that

the proposition has become an identical one ; but, let us take

another example :
' Fire burns.' Is this analytic or syn-

thetic ? To us, with a large experience of fire, the propo-

sition ' fire burns ' is analytic—simply a verbal proposition

:

what we mean by ' fire ' is a subject which among other

predicates has this of burning ; the burning is an integral

part of our concept. But to a child, whose experience of fire

is less, whose concept includes brightness and form, but

not burning, the addition ' it burns ' would be as much a

synthesis, as the addition of weight to the concept of bodies

is a synthesis.

Kant has himself given a similar examjjle. ' Gold is a

yellow metal,' is analytic, he says, because ' to know this

* Compare on this point UFajER^-KO : Logik, § 83. Heqel : EncyMopiidie, §239.

hngih, iii. 270 ««}. TRKSBixExirtTBO : Logische Untersuchmigen, ii. 237 siq.&-a<!i

DKi.7i(F.UF: Logique scientifique, p. 103.

j" TuixDELBMBCBC : Logtschc Unlersuchungen, ii. 240.
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I have no need of an enlargement of my experience; my
concept of gold containing the elements of its yellowness

and metallic nature, I have only to analyse this concept and

need not seek further.'* In other words, an analytic judg-

ment is the explication of a definition : it is what old

logicians called an essential, and Locke a verbal, proposition.

In the analysis of a whole into its parts, certain parts which

had been concealed are brought to light. But this Avhole

is itself a synthesis, and was originally put together. The

metallic element was discovered in gold, and, once discovered,

once put there, was for ever after kept there. The slow

integration of experiences converts what was originally syn-

thetic and inductive, into what is now analytic and deductive.

The progress of science consists in the gradual integration

of such experiences and the transformation of synthetic into

analytic judgments, so that propositions which at first were

hypothetical become at last truisms. In the pre-mathe-

matical period the concept of a circle was that of a perfectly

round line, or of a space bounded on all sides b)- a line

returning on itself. No one will say that it was a mere

Avriting out of this concept when mathematicians discovered

that every point in this line is equally distant from a

point in the centre
; yet this was, we see, involved in the

nature of a circle, though assuredly not in the concept then

formed of a circle. Now such a judgment is analytic. Further,

Avheu mathematicians enlarged their concept by the discovery

of another property of circles, namely, that the length of

their circumferences is to the length of their diameter in

the approximate ratio of 3*14159 to 1, this was a synthesis

which rapidly became integrated, and we now see that it is

involved in the nature of a circle.

A judgment is ampliative only so long as it is hypothetical

;

no sooner is the proposition proved than there is an end to

all increase of knowledge in that direction. To the naturalist

the proposition ' All vertebrates are endowed with mind,'

* Prolrffomeno, § 2, p. 1"S.
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is a synthetic judgment onlj- so long as he is in any doubt

whether, in the concept vertebrate animal, mind is or is

not an integral element of his enlarged experience. But

all propositions concerning vertebrates were originally in

this state. Decompose the concept, decompose the know-

ledge out of which that concept emerged, and you will find

it a succession of synthetic judgments, which became analytic

as each fresh experience was integrated. All judgment is

predication, and all predication is synthesis. The predicate

is an experience ; its subject is also an experience.

Even in the most hypothetical judgment there is always

the analytic characteristic, namely, that of its being an elu-

cidation of some element involved in the concept. We never

in the most daring flights of hypothesis affirm that verte-

brates are vegetables, or that they have planes of cleavage

like crystals. Why ? Because ' vegetables ' and ' crystals
'

are concepts that cannot be brought under the concept

' vertebrates '—experience and analogy give no indication

of any such implication. Whereas ' mind,' or some of the

marks bj' which mind is recognised, can be seen in some of

the marks by which a vertebrate is recognised.

Thus judgments are analytic or synthetic at different

epochs.* The only tenable distinction is that between verbal

and real propositions, and this was drawn by Locke with a

precision which leaves little to be desired. Kant, who, as

was intimated just now, gave old ideas a novelty by giving

them a new terminology, and assigning them a new rank,

has not added anything to Locke's chapter on ' Trifling Pro-

positions,' though he regretted its unsystematic exposition.!

* The .'Spanish mftaphysician, Nieto Seebano, holds a. similar opinion. ' En
rigor, toda proposieion sintetiza alf;o, puesto que csprosa por medio de la Cfipula la

relacion que hay entre el sugcto y el predicado, y toda proposieion analiza igual-

mentc porque cs una formula en que apareoen separados y distintos los miBmos

t^rminos que se relacionan.' (Doequejo de la Ciencia Vivieiite, Madrid, 18G7, p. 44.)

t Locke : Essay, B. iv. c. viii. ' There can be no doubt of Kant's originality in

discovering for himself this celebrated distinction. Kai.t was not very deeply read

in previous philosophy, but indeed we may well excuse him for not seeing what

escaped the terrible erudition of .Sir. W. Hamilton. Mr. Webb has shown very

clearly that Locke in substance completely anticipated it.' Mahaffy : note in
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Here is a passage :
' We can know tlie truth of two sorts

of propositions with perfect certainty ; the one is of those

trifling propositions which have certainty in them, but it

is only a verbal certainty, and not instructive. And, se-

condly, we can know the truth, and so may be certain in

propositions which affirm something of another, which is

a necessary consequence of its iivecise complex idea, hut not con-

tu ined in it : As that the external angle of all triangles is larger

than either of the opposite internal angles ; which relation

of the outward angle to either of the opposite internal

angles making no part of the complex idea signified by the

name triangle ; this is a real truth, and conveys with it

instructive real knowledge.'

On these grounds Kant's first position must be rejected.

The distinction on which he insists, whatever logical value

may be assigned to it, is not one pointing to a psychological

difference that has any bearing on the question of Metaphj-sic.

Let us now pass to the still more imjjortant distinction:

between a priori and a posteriori judgments which assumed

a new form in Kant's hands.* All cognition was held by

him to be uninstructive unless it were synthetical, and un-

stable unless it were d priori, i.e. independent of Experience

and the limitations of Experience. The first task of Criticism

was therefore to answer this question : How are S3'nthetic

judgments a priori possible? Which was oidy a new way of

putting the old question : How can we have knowledge

independent of Experience ?

That all cognitions miist be synthetical and d priori, Kant

grounds on these propositions : 1. Unless synthetical, they

Fischer's Commentary on Kant, p. 28. A glance at the Prolegomena, § 3, p. 182,

would have shown both these writers that Kant was fully alive to Lockb's priority.

It is perhaps worth remarking that Sir W. Hamilton (Reid's Works, p. 187) con-

siders this ' an almost gratuitous concession,' but Sir William in writing that note

had so imperfect a recollection of Kant's exposition, that he proposes to substitute

the terms Explicative and Ampliative, as less ambiguous, forgetting that Kant had

himself so denominated them.

* Diese Frage bildet den eigentlichen Cardinal- und Angelpunkt von Kant's

Kritik . . . von der Antwort auf diese Frage hangt das Seliicksal der Melaphysik

ab.'

—

Apelt : Mctuphysih; p. 40.
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are not i-cal cognitions, tliey add nothing to our previous

store. 2. Unless a priori, they cannot be universal and

necessary, but only particular and contingent. 3. Unless

universal and necessaiy, they cannot be certainly true.

On these points let the reader remark first that a cog-

nition is truly such when the hypothetical element is re-

moved and the sjnithetical judgment has become analytical

by integration. So long as any uncertainty existed, it

was a problem : it is a theorem now the uncertainty is re-

moved. Thus, that ' bodies arc extended ' is a cognition ; the

truth may have become a truism in becoming analytic, but it

has not ceased to be a cognition.

The second position is more important and equally

fallacious. The assumption that if a truth is necessary and

universal it must be a priori, and cannot have been reached

a posteriori, is very general, and very false. It has been

considered at length in our Prolegomena, §§ G6-74, and I

need only recapitulate here the results of that discussion.

Every truth is necessarj^ although every proposition is not

necessarily true. Knowledge may be contingent, but truth

is not. How we establish the truth of a proposition is one

thing ; how we aflfirm its necessity when established, another.

As soon as we see it to be true, we see its necessity. The

truth that ' fire bums ' is as irresistible, necessary, and may

be made as universal, as that ' the angles of a right-angled

triangle are equal to two right angles,' or that 2 + 2= 4.

Is there any mark by which we can recognise a necessary

proposition bej'ond that which discloses the identity of its

terms ? Waiving for the present all perturbations among

the phenomena, and assuming that we speak only of true

propositions, what, I ask, is there to distinguish one truth as

necessary from another as contingent ? Every proposition

affirms that a thing is what it is ; the truth lies in affirming

this much of it and no more ; and the Principle of Contra-

diction insists on our recognising that the thing cannot be

what it is and at the same time other than what it is. Now,
' universality means that the thing in question, whatever it is,
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never is otherwise ; necessity means that we cannot conceive

it otherwise.'* And, as I have abundantly shown, whenever

men speak of a contingent truth, they presuppose some

possible variation in the terms of the proposition, whereby the

thing will no longer be what it now is. A necessary truth is

one expressed by an analytical proposition. Every analytical

proposition is true, inasmuch as it is an identical proposition

and merely says, ' Whatever is, necessarily is.' The con-

tingency which may hover over any proposition takes its rise

in the hypothetical form :
' May not what now is, be other-

wise in future ? ' or ' Might it not have been otherwise ?
'

The answer is given by a readjustment of the identical propo-

sition to suit the new case. Instead of saying ' whatever is,

is,' we say ' whatever must be, must be,' and ' whatever

might have been, might have been.' If the result in the

future is to vary, it can only vary by a coiTCsponding

vai-iation in the conditions.

' The character of universality declares that the matter is

so in all cases. The character of necessity declares that the

contradictory of the assertion is impossible.' What is this

but saying that a necessary and universal proposition is one

of which the terms are identical? No judgment affirms

that when the conditions which determine the thing are

altered, the thing determined remains unaltered
; yet this is

the suppressed fallacy of the ' in all cases.' ' But,' it is said,

' human experience can only know individual cases. It

can never comprehend all the cases ; nay more, it is per-

fectly impossible to know that the known cases are all the

possible ones. Even with the greatest number of cases which

a rich and extended experience can furnish, its judgments

can only have comparative, not absolute, universality. In

other words, universality and necessity can never be given by

experience. That which is given by experience only I

receive from without ; it is in the language of philosophy,

a datum a posteriori, because it follotvs from perception.

That which is not given by experience can never follow from

* HoDGsox: Time and Space, 1865, p. 10.
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experience, ami must, if it exist at all, exist iiitlependeiitly

before all experience ; it is a datum a priori.' *

How is this distinction warranted? When I say ' fire

hums,' I assert universality and necessity as emphatically

as when I say, ' the angles of a right-angled triangle are

equal to two right angles ;' in both cases I am simply

asserting an identical proposition. I do not say ' fire

must always burn.' I have not, nor can I ever have, ex-

perience of fire in all its possible manifestations ; whereas

having constructed the triangle, there is nothing in its

concept that T have not myself put there, and as I am
thereby assured that no new properties will manifest them-

selves, no variation in the terms of my proposition is pos-

sible. But an assertion either about the fire or the triangle,

if made universal, does not thereby lose the identity of its

terms ; if the terms remain unaltered, the proposition, in

becoming universal, is unchanged. A is A ; it is so now ; it

will be so for ever. In becoming AB, and A subsequently-

disappearing, leaving B only, the identity of the proposition

ceases. If a fire exist which is not hot and does not burn,

that is not the fire of which my proposition speaks. Thus,

the terms of the proposition being altered, the conclusion is

altered likewise.

There is this source of fallacy respecting propositions of

arithmetic or geometry, that their terms being rigorously

defined, and the relations being simple, there is no possibility

of a change not at once destroying our intuition. I cannot

imagine the triangle to be elsewhere composed of other angles

than such as are equal to two right angles, because this

would be an inaccurate description of my concept of what

I have constructed and named a triangle. Where as an

object like 'fire' was not constructed by me, its proper-

ties were given in experience ; and this concept being com-

plex in its terms and relations, some of these may remain

while others are changed, without destroying my intuition

of the object. I shall still have an image of the ' fire.' Even

* Kuxo Fischer: Commentary, p. 13.
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when the image is in some respects changed. But although

under conceivable conditions the object 'fire' may so far

have been changed as not to burn, this in no way affects

the universality and necessity of the proposition ' fii-e burns ;

'

it only leads to the announcement of another proposition,

namely, ' under certain conditions fire does not burn ;'

which, if ti-ue, is equally necessary. The contingency is not

a matter of judgment, but a matter of fact ; and the matter

of fact reduces itself to this, that the object ' fire ' in the one

proposition is not the same as in the other. But if it is

allowable to change the terms thus, we may make geometrical

propositions equally contingent. Everything that is, is

necessary : it could not have been otherwise. Some other

event might have occurred in its time and place, but this

only on the supposition that other conditions were present

which determined it. The truths of Geometry stand on no

surer basis. We are often told that a physical fact is

contingent because no reason can be shown why it should not

have been other than it is. A fallacy. The reason shown

is that the conditions which determined the fact were what

they were, and none other. No better reason can be shown

for a mathematical fact : the angles are angles ; the straight

lines are not curves. If any one were to adopt the argument

usually followed in respect of physical facts, and were to

ask: Why might the straight lines not have been curves? the

answer would be : Because in that case the angles spoken of

would not have existed ; instead of angles curves would have

existed. Thus in each case we have only to preserve our

terms from alteration, aud then the transformation of a par-

ticular to an universal judgment is simply its unconditional

generalisation; just as we produce a straight line indefi-

nitely, so may we enlarge a judgment indefinitely.

Am I then justified in affirming that ' all baboons have

blue noses ? ' No : only in affirming that ' all blue-nosed

baboons have blue noses.' The first is an induction which

may be false because it generalizes conditions ; the second is a

judgment which must be true because it is an unconditional



480 KANT.

generalization ; and here, as I have shown in the Prolegomena,

lies the true distinction between contingent and necessary

truths. The truths of Number and Geo}netry have a cha-

racter of peculiar necessity which cannot belong to physical

truths, simply because magnitudes are abstracted from all

conditions, and their generalization is independent of all

possible interference. Kant says, Exjjerience can only

teach us that a thing is, and what it is, but never that it

is necessarily so, and cannot be othei'wise.* This is in-

accurate. Experience cannot tell us that the conditions

which viake the thing what it now is, will not elsewhere

be changed and make it different, because Experience cannot

embrace all possible future conditions ; but it can and does

tell us, that so long as the conditions represented by the

thing remain what they are, the thing will be what it is.

Kant errs on this point in company with all philosophers

who have imagined a distinction to exist, which has

no psychological foundation, between general and particular

judgments. Sir W. Hamilton affirms that the observation of

particular cases of causality could never ' have engendered

not only the strong but the irresistible conviction that everi/

event must have its causes. Each of these observations is con-

tingent'— [not at all: each is necessary, each carries with

it an irresistible conviction of its existence]— ' and any number
of observed contingencies will never impose upon us the con-

sciousness of necessity, that is, the consciousness of an in-

ability to think the opposite. This theory is thus logically

absurd. For it would infer as a conclusion the universal

necessity of the causal judgment from a certain number of

actual consecutions ; that is, it would collect that all must he

because some are.'f This is a typical specimen of the logical

legerdemain in which metaphysicians delight. It first as-

sumes that every observation of sequence is contingent

;

* Prolegomena: Zweiter Theil, § 15, p. 212. 'Nun lehrt mieli die Erfahrung
zwar was da sei, und wie es sei, niemals aber, dass es nothwpndiger Weise so und
nieht anders sein miisse.'

t Eauilton : Discusiions, p. 588.
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but there is nothing whatever contingent in the fact that

we observe the sequence; that is necessary, we are in-

capable of thinking it otherwise, incapable of believing that

we have not the feeling. It next assumes that no number of

particulars can impose a general conclusion ; but how are

general conclusions established except from their particulars ?

How do we get the idea of uniformity except from the in-

definite prolongation of the special cases—a prolongation

which is forced upon us in the absence of any contradictory

experiences, i.e. any change in the conditions which would

establish diversity ? The conclusion is not, therefore, all

must be because so^ne are : but all must be because all are.

Experience corrects our natural tendency to indefinite pro-

longation, i.e. to conclude that what has once been must
always be ; it teaches us that what is true in some condi-

tions is not true in others. Every conchision changes when
the terms of the proposition are changed. If—as is undeniable

—the j)articular experience of causation is necessary, and not

contingent, inasmuch as we cannot think that the opposite is

true now in this particular case; there is equal necessity

when we generalize it, and affirm that in all exactly similar

cases the same truth will hold. Hamilton's mistake is the

one generally committed, of silently changing the terms.

Hence he says, in continuation, ' logically absurd, it is also

psychologically false. For we find no difficulty in con-

ceiving the converse of one or all observed consecutions

;

and yet the causal judgment which, ex hyiiothesi, is only

the result of these observations, we cannot possibly think

as possibly unreal.' Now, in what sense can we be said

to conceive the converse of each observed fact ? We can-

not conceive that we have not observed it; we cannot

conceive that this A is B. But we, aware of our Hability

to error, conscious that much in the complex nature of

things is hidden from us, can conceive that we have par-

tially observed (and hence the contingency of our judg-

ment), or we can conceive that—under diiferent conditions—-

VOL. II. I I
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the phenomena might be .lifferent. Not having constructed

the object, we cannot bo sure that our concept embraces

all its essential elements. In consequence of this ignor-

ance we can conceive that a stone might rise in the air,

although we have always observed it to fall. Does this dis-

turb the legitimacy of our generalization? Not in the

least. In the first place Ihe converse of the particular judg-

ment is only reached by ; n altei-ation of the terms ; if the

stone rises instead of falling, it is because the air is heavier

than the stone and pushes it upward like smoke ; one of

the terms—i.e. weight ol' air, or of stone—is altered ; the

conclusion changes with 1 his change. In the next place, the

' causal judgment ' Hamilton has in view is that ' every event

must have a cause.' This is a different judgment. It is an

unconditional generalization of the proposition that an event

has an antecedent. Wh>;ther originally reached by an in-

duction, fi-om which theviirious conditions have subsequently

been eliminated, is a question which may be debated ; but

however reached, the necessity of the causal judgment in

general is not gi'eater than the particular judgment : 'this

event has a cause.'

It is needless to pursue the argument here. Enough has

been said to show that the position relied on by Kant (and

most other philosophers) respecting the peculiar validity as-

signed to necessary truths as being a jpriori, and independent

of experience, is baseless. Kant is forced to hold that the

1 demonstration of a theorem is only true in the particular

1 instance, and to make it universally true there is need of an

\a priori intuition. But, as an acute writer well remarks, 'K
|a conclusion from a single instance in empirical intuition can

possess only limited validity, how can a conclusion fi-om a

single instance in pure intuition possess unlimited validity?

In either case the universal is deduced horn, the particular

;

what is the difference in the two cases ? It does not follow

that the theorem is true of all triangles possible to pure intui-

tion simply because it is true of one, unless it equally follows

that the theorem is true of all triangles possible to empirical
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intuition because found true of one triangle.'* Kant would

have answered this with his constant assumption of the con-

tingency of empirical, and the necessity of pure, intuition. It

is this assumption against which the student is warned, if he

would not be led astray in metaphysical swamps ; we shall

consider it more closely by and by.

In the first edition of the Kritih we read :
' It is a very

remai"kable fact that, even with om* experiences, cognitions

are mixed up which must have their origin d priori, and

perhaps only serve to supply a connection for our representa-

tions of Sense. For even if we remove from our experiences

all that belongs to sense, there still remain certain primitive

concepts and judgments generated from them which must

have originated a priori quite independent of experience, be-

cause we can, or at least we think we can, assex-t more of the

objects of sense than mere exi^erience would teach us.'

On this it may be remarked that Kant unwan-antably

limits experience to Sense, and thus obscures the whole

subject ; although his own definition of experience, ' a con-

tinuous synthesis of perceptions,' f implies the existence of

an element over and above Sense, namely, that which com-

hines ; and he thereby implies, in a posteriori and empirical

cognitions, the operation of that very factor which he de-

clares to be peculiar to a priori cognitions. "What he means

is probably, that even in ordinary empu-ical knowledge there is

the necessai-y co-operation of vii'tual conditions, named Laws

of Thought, the original data of the mind, which, because they

are original data, cannot be affiliated on individual Expe-i

rience, and must therefore to this extent be a priori. But

this only cuts the ground from under him. It proves that

in every act of judgment the mind is moved according td

its own Laws, and that these belong to it, and not to

* North American JReview. July 1864, art. on The Philosophy of Spaceand Timf.

t Vrolegomena, § 5, p. 188. 'Erfahrung ist. selbst nichta Anderes als eine con-

tinuirliche Zusammeufuguug (Synthesis) der Wahrnehmungen.' In a note to § 22,

p. 223, he seems to have been aware of the contradiction, and tries to evade it, not,

I think, successful])-.

I I 2
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the objects of knowledge. In every act ? Then in a pos-

teriori no less than in a priori judgments ; consequently

the famous distinction between these acts is shown to be

ai'bitrai-y, and to carry none of the important consequences

he deduces respecting the validity of a priori knowledge. It

proves that all knowledge must have an a priori element

—

namely, the vii*tual capacity of the knowing mind ; and an a

posteriori element—namely, the object given in experience.

Knowledge is a function of the two; but the cojeiScients

are not ^epajaJjle in any one particular act. The capacity

^has no value until it is realized; the law has no existence

until it is in act, and in act it is ideutilied with the~

object.^'^J^r '
'

'

Eecurring for a moment to the passage last quoted from

Kant, let attention be drawn to the * cognitions ' which are

said to be mingled with our experiences ; inasmuch as

he repudiated Innate Ideas, and inasmuch as his Mental

Forms are only virtual conditions of Knowledge, not the

Knowledge itself, this confusion of the conditions with the

result—of Forms of Cognition with Cognitions—should have

been sedulously guarded against. In his system, however,

the confusion is an integral part ; many of his deductions

would be impossible if the conditions alone were assumed,

and not the cognitions which result.

I have inteiTupted the exposition in order to discuss these

topics because of their fundamental importance. If I am
I correct in concluding that the distinction between a priori

and_a,gos<crtoi i judgments, like that between analytic and

synthetic judgments, Is a logical distinction without psycho-

• I shall prcseDtly recur to the impossibility of separating the two coefficients

,

meanwhile here is a passage from the North American lieview advocating a view

similar to that in the text. ' The laws of Knowledge are a priori and absolutely

independent of Experience ; but knowledge itself, being from its nature the

knowledge of objects and of their relations, is not possible until the presentation

of objects, and is consequently so far dependent on experience. Laws are only

known in phenomena
; phenomena are only known according to laws ; hence

every act of knowledge involves both an object of the act and laws which regulate

the act.'
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logical validity, the pillars of the Critical Philosophy* are

undermined. Kuno Fischer in tracing the history of Kant's

opinions regards this discovery of the « 'priori nature of

synthetical judgments as the decisive step to which all pre-

vious advances tended; 'by this step he separated himself

from Hume, and overthrew scepticism.'

§ IV. The Soueces of Knowledge.

The famous question : How are synthetic judgments a

priori possible ? was a new form of the old question : How
can we have any knowledge independent of Experience ?

Kant answered it, not by assuming the existence of Innate

Ideas, but as Leibnitz did, by assuming the existence of

certain Forms—certain native conditions which render Ex-

perience possible, and which must be a priori. He gave a

profound impulse to Speculation by his mode of elucidating

these Forms ; but the very impetus of the movement caiTied

men away from the real path of research, namely, an objec-

tive investigation of the psychological mechanism as depen-

dent on organic conditions.

His object was to give a theory of all the pure elements,

a priori, which enter into knowledge as distinguished from

the a posteriori elements. He advanced five fundamental

propositions

:

1

.

That Experience does not fm-nish the whole of our Icnow-

ledgc

;

2. That what it does furnish has the character of contin-

gency and variability
;

3. That the mind also furnishes an element, which element

is an inseparable condition of all knowledge ; without it

knowledge could not be

;

4. That this element has the character of universality and

necessity

;

* Compare Apelt: Mctaphysik, pp. 41-50. Ueber-weg justly characterises

them as assumptions which Kant never attempted to prove, and which contain the

TTpSiTov v|>6C5os of the system. Grnndriss d. Gcsch. d. Pliil. iii. 167.
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5. And tliat the principle of all certitude is precisely this

universality and necessitj\

He set himself to examine the natnre of the mind, and to

trace the distinctive characters of each element of knowledge,

the objective and the subjective. Instead of saying, with

the Sensational School, All our knowledge is derived from

the senses, Kant said, Half of all our knowledge is derived

from the senses : and the half which has another origin is

indissoluhly hound up with theformer half. Thus, instead of

saying with the Cartesians, that, besides the ideas acquired

through the sense, we have also certain ideas which ai'e in-

nate, and irrespective of sense ; Kant said all our cognitions

have a double origin, and this twofold co-operation of object

and subject is imUspensahle to all knowledge.

Tlie Critique of the Pnre Reason is an examination of the

mind, with a view to detect its a priori principles. He calls

these pure because they are a priori, because they are above,

and beyond Experience. Having argued that the mind
has some pure principles—which were never given in Ex-

perience, and must therefore be a priori—he is led to in-

quire how many the mind possessed. He does not troiable

himself with investigating the nature of perception (had he

done so he might have seen the erroi* of his analysis) ; he

contents himself with the fact that we have sensations, and

with the fact that we have cognitions whoso origin is not

sensuous.

What does he discover ? First, a Sensibility—a power of

being affected by objects ; this is what he calls the Receptivity

of the mind : as such the mind is passive. By this faculty

representations (VorsteUunfjen) are intuited. Secondly, he

discovers an Understanding {Verstand)—a faculty' oilmowing

objects b}' means of the representations furnished by our

Sensibility : this is an active faculty ; in antithesis to Sensi-

bility, it is a Spontaneity.

But our Sensibility, although passive in receiving impres-

sions, has its laws of action, its conditions ; and, to discover

these conditions, we must separate that which is diverse and
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inuJtiple in our sensations from tliat which remains invariably

the same. The objects are numerous and various ; the sub-

ject remains invariable. Kant calls the multiple and diverse

element by the name of material ; the invariable element by

the name of form. If therefore we would discover the

primary conditions or laws of action of our Sensibility, we

mvist discover the invariable elements in all sensations.

There are two invariable elements

—

Space and Time. They

are the forms of our Sensibility. Space is the form of our

Sensibility, as external; Time the form as internal.

Analyze sensations of external things as you will, you

can never divest them of Space. You cannot conceive

bodies without Space ; but you can conceive Space without

bodies. Space therefore is the indispensable condition of

sensation : the Form of external Sensibility. It is not given

in the materials of sensation ; since you may conceive the

objects annihilated, but cannot conceive the annihilation of

Space. Not being given in the material, it must therefore

constitute the form.

Similar reasoning proves that Time is also the form of

our Sensibility, considered as internal. We cannot conceive

things as existing, except as existing in Time; but we can

conceive Time as existing, though all things were annihilated.

Things subjected to our Sensibility are subjected to it in suc-

cession ; that is the form of our Se.isibility.

Such then are the two indispensable conditions of all sen-

sation—the two Forms with which xve invest all the varied

materials presented to us. It is evident that these two ideas

of Space and Time cannot have been given in the materials,

consequently are not deducible from experience; erj/o, they

are a priori, or, as Kant calls them, pure intuitions.

The forms of Sensibility being those of Space and Time,

we now pass onwards to the higher operations of the mind.

The function of the Understanding is to judge. It is emi-

nently an active faculty—a spontaneity ; and by it the per-

cepts furnished through Sensibility ai'C elevated into concepts

{Berjriffe). If we had only Sensibility, we should have sen-
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sations, but no knowledge. It is to the Understanding tlaat

we are indebted for knowledge. And bow are we indebted

to it ? Thus : the variety of our sensations is reduced to

unity—they are linked together and made to interpret each

other by the Understanding. A sensation in itself can be

nothing but a sensation ; many sensations can be nothing

but many sensations, they can never alone constitute con-

cepts. But one sensation linked to another by some connect-

ing faculty—the diversity of manj' sensations reduced to

unity—the resemblances, existing amidst the diversity, de-

tected and united together—is the process of forming a con-

cept, and this is the j^rocess of the Understanding, by means

of Imagination, Mcmorj-, and Recognition.

Our senses, in contact with the external world, are affected

by objects in a certain determinate manner. The result

Kant calls a representation (Vorstellung) in reference to the

object represented ; an intuition {Anschauung) in reference

to the affection itself. But this distinction is not always

observed. Vorstellung sometimes means the image and some-

times the subjective affection. The same equivoque with An-

schaming. When intuitions are moulded by the Understand-

ing into concepts, the sensation is converted into a thought.

The Understanding is related to Sepsibility in the same

way as Sensibility is related to external things. It imposes

certain Forms on the materials furnished it by Sensibility, in

the same way as Sensibility imposed the Forms of Space and

Time upon objects presented to it. These forms of the Under-

standing are the conditions of its opei-ation.

To discover these we must ask ourselves, What is

the function of the Understanding ?— Judgment. How
many classes of judgments are there ? In other words,

What are the invariable conditions of every possible judg-

ment ?—They are four : Quantity, Quality, Relation, Modal-

ity. Under one of these heads every judgment may be

classed.

A subdivision of each of these classes follows :— 1 . In

judging of anything under the form of Quantity, we judge of
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it as unity or as plurality ; or uniting these two, we judge of

it as totality. 2. So of Quality : it may be reality, negation,

or limitation. 3. Relation may be that of substance and

accident, cause and effect, or reciprocity. 4. Modality may
be that of possibility, existence, or necessity.

In those Categories* Kant finds the jnire Forms of the

Understanding. They render thought possible; they are

the invariable conditions of all conception ; they are the

investitures bestowed by the Understanding on the materials

fui-nished by Sensibility.

By the Categories, he declares he has answered the

second half of the question, How are synthetic judgments, a

priori, possible ? The synthetic judgments of the Categories

are all « priori.

But the faculties of the mind are not yet complete. Sen-

sibility gives intuitions, Understanding gives concepts, but

there is still another faculty—the crowning faculty of Eeason

{Vernunft), the pure Forms of which we have to seek.

Understanding is defined 'the faculty ofjudging' [Vermogen

der Urtheile) ; Eeason is the faculty of ratiocination—of

drawing conclusions from given premises {Vermogen der

Schlusse). Eeason reduces the variety of conceptions to their

final unity. It proceeds from generality to generality till

it reaches the unconditionnl. Every concept must be reduced

to some general idea, that idea again reduced to some more

general idea, and so on till we arrive at an ultimate and un-

conditional principle.

Eeason not only reduces particulars to a general, it also

deduces the particular from the general : thus, when I say,

' Peter is mortal,' I deduce this particular proposition from

the general proposition, ' All men are mortal ;
' and this

deduction is evidently independent of experience, since Peter

being now alive, I can have no experience to the contrary.

* On Kant's use of tlie term categories, see Hamilton: Logic, i. 197-8. On the

subject generally, comp. Kant: Prolegomena, in. -p. 210; Anfangsgrilnde der Nattir-

viagcnschaft. preface, pp. xvi. xyiii. ; and Apelt : Metaphysik, p. 132. Then read

the exposition in the Kritik.
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I These two processes of reducing a particular to some general,

\ and of deducing some particular from a general, constitute

\ ratiocination.

\ Reason has three pure Forms ; or, as Kant calls them,

borrowing the t«rm from Plato, Ideas* These are wholly

independent of Expoi-ieuce ; they are aboTe Sensibility

—

above the Understanding ; their domain is Reason, their

fimction that of giving unity and coherence to our concep-

tions.

The Understanding can frame certain general concei>ts,

such as man, animal, tree ; but these general concepts them-

selves are subordinate to a still more general Idea, embracing

all these general concepts in the same way as the concept

of mau embraces several particulars of bone, blood, muscle,

etc. This idea is that of the Universe.

In the same way all the modifications of the thinking

being—all the sensations, thoughts, and passions—require

to be embraced in some general Idea, as the ultimate ground

and possibility for these modifications, as the noumenon

of these phenomena. This Idea is that of an ego—of a per-

sonality—of a Soul.

Having thus reduced all the varieties of the ego to an

unconditional unity, viz. Soul, and hiwing also reduced all

the varieties of the non-ego to an unconditional unity, viz.

the Universe, his task would seem completed
;
yet, on look-

ing deeper, he finds that these two Ideas presuppose a third

—a unity still higher, the source of both the world and of

the ego—viz. God.

God, the Soul, and the Universe are therefore the three

Ideas of Reason, the laws of its operation, the pwre Forms of

its existence. They are to Reason what Space and Time

are to Sensibility, and what the Categories are to Under-

standing.

But these Ideas are simply regulative: they operate on

concepts as the Understanding operates upon sensations

;

they are discursive, not intuitive ; they are never face to face

• Compare Teendeiexbhuo : Logischc Vntersv.chungcn, ii. 473.
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with their objects : hence Reason is powerless when em-

ployed on matters beyond the sphere of Understanding. If

it attempts to operate beyond this sphere, it can draw nothing

but false, deceptive conclusions— if it attempts to solve the

question raised respecting God and the Universe, it falls

into endless contradictions.

Respecting the illusory nature of Reason, which is often

confounded with its delusory nature, I cannot do better

than quote Mr. Bolton's correction* of Sir W. Hamilton,

who here, as elsewhere, displays a singular misconception of

Kant

:

' Kant teaches that there is a natural temptation to em-

ploy the ideas of Reason illegitimately, owing to a certain

natural illusion, termed by him transcendental illusion, which

disposes us to believe that these ideas, whose right use is

purely immanent, can enable us to extend our cognitions

beyond the limits of exjierience. Critical examination shows

us that this appearance is illusory, and prevents us from

being deceived hy it
;
yet though delusion is thus prevented,

illusion still remains. As examples of illusion thus existing

without delusion, Kant instances the appearance of the sea,

which seems to be higher at the horizon than near the

shore, though we know this is not the case ; and again the

appearance of the moon, which seems larger near the horizon

than near the zenith, though we know both by measure-

ment and by calculation that the appearance in question is

illusory.

' These views are expressed by Kant in a great number of

passages, of which the following may be quoted :

' The result of all the dialectical attempts of pure Reason

not only confirms the truth of what we have already proved

in our transcendental analytic, namely, that all inferences

which would lead us beyond the limits of experience are

fallacious and groundless, but it at the same time teaches us

* Bolton: Inquisitio Pfiilosojihica: an examination of the Frineiples ofKani aiid

Hamilton, 1866, pp. 109 aq. Compare also Mr. Mahaffy's Introduction to Kcno
Fi.scHEB, p. Ixir,
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this iiniiortant lesson, that human reason lius a natural in-

clination to overstep these limits

' Whatever is grounded in the nature of our powers will

be found to be in harmony with the final purpose and proper

employment of those powers, when once we have discovered

their true direction and aim. We are entitled, therefore,

to suppose that there exists a mode of employing transcen-

dental ideas which is proper and immanent ; although, when

we mistake their meaning, and regaj'd them as conceptions

of actual things, their mode of application is transccndant and

delusive Thus all errors of misapplication are to be

ascribed to defects of judgment, and not. to imderstanding or

Reason.

'I accordingly maintain that transcendental ideas can

never be employed as constitutive ideas, that they cannot

be conceptions of objects, and that, when thus considered,

they assume a fallacious and dialectical character. But, on

the other hand, they are capable of an admirable and indis-

pensably necessary application to objects as regulative ideas,

directing the understanding to a certain aim, the guiding

lines towards which all its lines follow, and in which they-

all meet in one point. This point, though a mere idea

(focus imaginarius) .... seizes notwithstanding to give to

these conceptions the greatest possible unity combined with

the greatest possible extension. Hence arises the natural

illusion which induces us to believe that these lines proceed

from an object which lies out of the sphere of empirical

cognition, just as objects reflected in a mirror appear to be

behind it. But this illusion, which we may hinder from im^

posing vpon lis, is necessary and unavoidable if we desire to

see, not only those objects which lie before us, but those

which are at a great distance behind us ... If we review

our cognitions in their entire extent, we shall find that the

peculiar business of reason is to arrange them into a system,

that is to say, to give them connection according to a prin-

ciple.

' Having thus shown the difference between the illesriti-
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mate and the legitimate use of Reason—the former " tran-

scendent," seeking to transcend the limits of experience ; the

latter " regulative," or " immanent," not overstepping those

limits, but seeking to systematise our empirical cognitions

—Kant devotes the concluding portion of his work, the

Methodenlehre, or doctrine of Method, to an examination

of the principles which guide Reason, in its lajitimate

use.

' Such is the real nature of Kant's doctrine ; and it is im-

portant to set it cleai-ly forth, inasmuch as Su* W. Hamilton

has wholly misrejiresented it. He represents Kant as teach-

ing that Reason, when legitimately exercised, is essentially

delusive ; whence, as he observes, the most pervading scepti-

cism inevitably results ; and he represents himself as correct-

ing this erroneous doctrine, by discovering and showing

that the antinomies expounded by Kant resiilt only from an

illeijitimate use of Reason.'

§ V. The Distinction between Sensibility, Under-

standing, AND Reason.

The three provinces of human knowledge jire preai(le(T_

over by three powers : Esthetic by Sensibility ; Logic by

Understanding ; and Dialectic by Reason. The two fii'st are

constitutive, the third regulative, of Experience. These /

three provinces are territorial divisions of one country.

Are their presiding powers simply three directions of one

supreme power, or are they three distinct and autonomous

agents ? The country, divided into provinces, is Thought

;

are the ruling powers one Thinking Principle, specially de-

termined under three forms ; or are they three separate
1

1

Principles acting in harmony?

Had the question been put in this decisive shape, there

would probably have been such an answer given as would

have saved a great amount of misunderstanding and dis-

cussion. It is trae that Kant himself is far from clear upon

the point ; on what point is he not obscure ? Yet had the
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question presented itself to him, lie would uo doubt have

given it a categoi'ical answer.*

At the close of the Introduction he says :
' There are two

stems of human knowledge (which perhaps spring from a

single but unknown root), namely Sensibility and Under-

standing. By the former objects are given us ; by the latter

p objects are thought,' In this image, knowledge is a tree,

\\ the leaves and branches of which may have their origin in

W one root, or in two roots ; although he obviously inclines to

'|the former hypothesis, yet inasmuch as the root itself is un-

Iknown, he refrains from pronouncing decisively. Hegel,

whose idealism obliterates all real distinctions and admits only

the formal, makes Sensibility and Understanding the outer

and inner aspect of the one act ; and he says, ' Man is always

thinking, even when he is intuiting.' f Kant would have

said that intuiting is a mental activity, (which is what Hegel

means by thought,!) but whether it is the activity of the

same power as that manifested in conceiving, cannot be de-

cided. He would have objected to Hegel that the oblitera-

tion of diflerences was a sin against the canon of discipline

which prescribes that varieties are not to be carelessly dis-

regarded : entium varidatcs non sunt temere minuendce. And
ceiiainly the variations between Sensibility and Understand-

ing need recognition, even if both be faculties of Intellect.

He somewhere points out the futility of trying to reduce

attraction and repulsion to one, on the ground of their both

being motion. He would in like manner insist on not x"e-

ducing SensibUity and Understanding to one, although they

* ' The different phpnomensil manifeBtations of the same substance appear at fii^t

Ticw to be so very d.ssimilar, that we are inclined to assume the existence of just

as many different powers as there are different effects. . . . We are required by a

logical maxim to reduce these differences to as small a number as possible, by com

-

piiriufr them and dkcoveriru/ the hidden identity which exists. . . . and the mor.

tlie phenomena of this and the other power are found to be identical, the ino!(/

probable does it become that they are nothing but different manifestations of (j:u

and the same power.' Critick of Pure Beason, p. 328.

t Uegel : EncyMop'ddie, § 24, p. 48.

} Ibid :
' Das Denken, wie es die Substanz ausscrlichcn Dinge ausmacht, ist aucU

die allgemeine .Substanz des Geistigen.'
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are both manifestations of Thought (considered in its widest i

acceptation). But granting the differences, there mighty

still arise the question as to their origin ; whether they were '

differences of direction merely {contingnrit aspects, as Herbart

might call them), or streams from different springs. All

that analysis reveals is that the unknown something we call

Intellect has three distinctly recognisable characters

:

Sensibility, Understanding, and Reason ; and these are re-

vealed in the distinguishable functions. Intuition, Conception,

and Ratiocination. Not only are these manifest in Ex-

perience, but they also manifest themselves as d priori con-

ditions of Experience. As empirical, we know they are

distinct; whether they are so transcendentally, we cannot

know.

One thing it is of imi^ortance to keep in view, namely, that

whether Sensibilitj' arise fi-om the same root as Understand-

ing, or fi'om another, it is indubitably an essential con-

stituent of Intellect : its functions are mental functions, not

bodily functions. What Ratiocination is to Reason, what

Concejition is to Understanding, that is Intuition to Sensi-

bility. This remark is made to guard against the very

general error into which the connotations of the word Sensi-

bility so easily mislead. The senses being bodily organs,

and the only organs through which the Mind is affected by

objects, there is difficulty in disengaging the purelyjnentaL

^;Spect of Sensation from its physicaTaspict. Yet nothing

is more paTent than that by"SensTbility the mental aspect is

alone presented by Kant, when he is speaking of those

a priori principles which belong to the Pure Reason.* /i

While no attempt is made by Kant to establish root-dis-

* In numerous passages he marks the distinction between Sensation and Intui-

tion, the bodily aspect from the mental. Lot this one suffice: 'In the transcendental

j?5sthetic we will first isolate Sensibility by separating it from all that the Under-

standing, througli its concepts, thinks tlierewith, so that nothing but empirical

Intuition remains. Secondly we will lop off from this empirical Intuition ererything

relating to SensaXion^Empfindung) ; so that, thereby, nothing will remain but pure

Intuition and the mere form of phenomena, which is the one thing that Sensibility

can furnish a irriori.' KrUilc, p. 61.
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^tiuctions between Sensibility and Understanding, he clearly

larks their empirical characters. The one furnishes intui-

tions, the other concepts. Neither of these faculties has a

preference over the other. Concepts without content are

void ; intuitions without concepts blind. It is as incumbent

on the mind to make its concepts sensible, as to make its

intuitions intelligible. These faculties are not interchange-

able. Understanding is incompetent to intuite ; Sensibilitj-

is incompetent to think ; only by their unioii can Knowledge

arise. Hence the division between .Esthetic, the science of

the laws of Sensibility, and Logic, the Science of the laws

of Understanding.

Since the Undei'standing can judge but not intuite, and

Sensibility can intuite but cannot judge, a marked distinction

in the direction of these powers is patent. Yet since the Under-

standing is forced to rely on intuitions for its material, as

Sensibility is forced to rely on the excitation from external

objects for its material, and since the action of both these

faculties is that of giving form to the material, the distinction

in direction is accompanied by a community in nature ; and

the question arises : Is this community an identity ?

The Mind is, by Kant, regarded as manifesting three

Faculties : the Faculty of Cognition, the Faculty of Moral

Feeling, and the faculty of Desire : ErJccnntnissvermogen,*

Gefiihlsvermogen und Begehrungsvermogen. As a parallel we

may consider the biological conception of Animal Life

manifesting the Nutritive Functions, the Sensori-motor

Functions, and the Reproductive Functions. The distinc-

tively animal functions of Sensation and Movement may be

studied apart, as Kant studies the Cognitive Functions

in the Critique. Let us try and penetrate his meaning

by presenting it in this parallel. We have before us the

definite functions, Sensation and Movement. The differ-

ences in their jjhenomena are so obvious that a super-

• Also styled Denkvermogen. This identification of Cognition with Thought

will hiiTe to be kept in view during the discussion of Mental Forms.
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ficial consideration would pronounce them to be wholly dif-

ferent in origin. Although both are functions of the one

organism, they are not only different functions, but imply

distinct agents. Physiology, however, reveals that these

functions, have a common origin in the Nervous System ; no

muscle is moved except on the stimulus of a nerve ; no

sensation is excited except on the stimiilus of a nerve.

Quite otherwise would the answer have run, had the

question related to two fundamental properties of tissue, in-

stead of two functions. Had we, instead of Sensation and

Movement, asked whether Contractility and Sensibility *

were of different origin ? there could have been no hesitation.

Contractility is a property of one tissue ; Sensibility is the

pi'operty of another tissue ; and the two properties are no

more identical than muscle and ganglion are identical.

There may be Contractility without Sensibility ; there may

be Sensibility without Contractility. Whereas in the animal

organism there can be no such separation of Sensation from

Movement, the primary condition of both being the same

neural stimulus.

Regarded in this light, we may say that the common but

unknown root for Sensibility and Understanding, is the

nervous system. All thinkers are agreed as to the two

powers being powers of the one Intellect ; the only doubt is

whether they are powers as distinct as Sensibility and Con-

tractility, having distinct tissues for their bases ; or powers

sharing in a common basis which everywhere determines

their action, as the neural stimulus determines Sensation and

Movement. Kant leaves this undecided, though he inclines

to the second view.

The differences in effects presuppose corresponding dif-

ferences in the causes ; and since the phenomena of Sensi-

bility and Understanding are not to be deduced from each

other, Kant insists on regarding them as due to different

faculties, whether they have or have not a common root.

* • Sensibility ' here means a physiological property, not the psychological

function which Kakt treats of.

VOL. II. K. K -
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Movement differs from Sensation, because the one involves

muscle, and the ciher involves the brain : the differences

arise fi-om a common impulse in two different directions. In

like manner Sensibility differs from Understanding, because

the one involves intuitions and the other concepts : the

differences arise from a common impulse in two different

directions. The divergence of these directions prevents the

one from ever replacing the other.

Thus we must regard Kant as teaching iiositivehj, that

Sensibility and Understanding are two mental faculties of

equal dignity ; and liijpotlieticallij, that these two faculties

have a common basis, which renders their united action a

necessary condition. They cannot exist apart ; they cannot

act apart.*

What is their mode of union ? Being so different in direc-

tion, how do they meet to produce images of things ? This

is effected by what Kant calls the schematism. By this

process sensible objects ai"e brought under intelligible con-

cepts. The link between Sensibility and Understanding is

the productive Imagination, without which no impression

could become an image. ' That the faculty of Imagination,'

he says, 'is a necessary ingredient in perception, has not

perhaps as yet struck any psychologist. This arises partly

from confining the faculty to mere reproduction, partly be-

cause it was thought that the senses not only gave impres-

sions but combined them, and so brought images of objects

before us.' There is need for some intermediate which shall

be at once sensuous or a posteriori, and intellectual or a priori.

Such are Space and Time : on the one side they are pv,re,

and homogeneous with the Categories ; on the other side

thej- are sensuous, and homogeneous with objects, since only

through them can objects be perceived. The quality of Time

is that of a transcendental schema; and the use which the

Mind puts it to is the schematism of the pure Intellect. The

schema is a product of the Imagination ; but must not be

* This position has an important bearing on the suhject discuspod in theKuccecd-

ing section, on the Mental Forms.
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regarded simply as au image, which is an individual percep-

tion, whereas the schema is the category as a picture, the form

through which the category is applicable to the phenomenon

of sense.

The distinction between Sensibility and Understanding is

of the latmost importance in the Critical Philosophy, as

determining the reach and limits of Knowledge. Leibnitz

rested the distinction on confused and clear re])resentations.

' He compared,' says Kant, ' all things with each other simply

by means of concepts, and therefore could find only such dis-

tinctions as can be found among concepts. He did not see

that the conditions of sensuous Intuition contained within

them their tests of distinction, because he regarded Sensi-

bility as only a confused kind of representation, not a source

of special representation.' He adds that Leibnitz committed

the mistake of intellectualizing phenomena, as Locke had

sensualiz3d the conceptions of the Understanding. Listead of

recognizing two sources which can only present objects in

their conjunction, each of these philosophers could see but

one source, this was directly applied to things in themselves,

while the other faculty had apparently nothing to do but to

confuse or rearrange the representations of its rival. The

word inteUectuaVize may here bo explained. In his letter to

Herz, Kant defines Intellectual-Vorstellungen ' those which are

not modifications of the soul through objects,' in other words,

those which have not a sensuous basis. Yet since he makes

Space and Time a •priori subjective Forms of the Intellect

(though he calls them Forms of Sensibility), tliei-e seems a

manifest contradiction, which is, however, only an ambiguity.

Many writers have been misled by it. Schoj^enhauer and

others reproach him with the contradiction of having first ex-

pounded these as Forms of Intellect, and then denied them to

be intellectual.* The ambiguity is simply this, that while the

Intellect is limited to mental operations irrespective of any

* SciioPEXiiAUKE : Die ]Vdt ah WiUc nnd rorsi'(?/i(«y, Grdidit. IS.'iO, :. olG, 518

and bio.
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external relations, Sensibilitj- is tlie union of the internal and

external, and has thus the special distinction from all other

mental activities of being directl}' connected with the exter-

nal world through the medium of the Senses. Locomotion

is not less a nervous action because it is also a muscular ac-

tion. Intuition is not less an intellectual operation because

it is also a physical operation. When Leibnitz is said to

have intellectualized the sensuous representations, the re-

proach conveyed is that he disregarded the special distinction

of their basis in sense, and regarded them only as less clear

than the representations of intellect.

I do not pretend that Kant is iniiformly consistent in his

exposition. The contradictory assertions which abound in

his pages have been a so\irce of endless dispute. He is

so loose a writer that one may find passages to establish

almost any view of his system. Schopenhauer has brought

together a series of flatly contradictory positions : but those

in which li£ shows that Kant, in spite of the distinction

between Intuition and Thought, interpenetrated Intuition

with Thought, and Thought with Intuition,* seem to me,

apart from some vacillation and obscurity in Kant's own

mind, reconcileable on the ground of the community between

Sensibility and Understanding, and, the necessity of their

united action. Schopenhauer says that the conclusion from

Kant's principles is, that there would be for us an intuitnhle

world, even were there no Understanding. I answer that

this conclusion Avould only be valid on the supposition

that Sensibility and Understanding were two disconnected

faculties, not on the supjjosition of their being two in-

separabl)' united faculties. It is this latter view which re-

conciles all the contradictions Schopenhauer brings forward

(p. 522) from passages asserting that the Understanding

determines Intuition through the Categories.

Let us now pass to the distinction between Understanding

and Eeason. This couple is marked off from Sensibilit}' by

» Op. cit. pp. 520-1.
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the absence of all direct relations with objects. (Kant does

not pi'opound the doubt whether these two faculties have or

have not a common root ; he probably considered their com-

munity self-evident.) Both are faculties of conception ; biit

the concepts differ in kind ; tlie operations differ in kind.

The concepts differ in this : those of the Understanding

refer to phenomena, and are conditioned ; those of the

Reason refer to noumena, and are unconditioned. The one

is employed on the material furnished by Sensibility. The

other deals with objects freed from all possible conditions of

Experience or Sensibility. The operations differ in this

:

Reason employs Ideas alone in the consideration of its

objects, and by these determines the Understanding, which

then proceeds to make an empirical use of its co::cepts.

The Understanding is thus constitutive ; Reason is simply

regulative. One gives knowledge, the other orders it.

There has been much dispute on this point among the

interpreters of Kant. Each party finds its justification in

Kant's own statements. While I agree with those who

maintain that there is a real distinction between the two

processes, one quite as valid as that between Sensibility and

Understanding, and accept Mr. Mahaffy's statement that

' the faculty which imposes conditions can hardly be iden-

tical with that which advises us to break down and overstep

conditions,' I think Kant implies a fundamental identity

with only a divergence in direction. Two points of view are

presented : in the one we have Knowledge and its conditions

;

in the other we have the Intellect as a Knowing Faculty.

I. As Knoivledge.—The world of Sense and the world of

Thought are thus distinguishable : the foi-mer is variable

owing to the variations in the beholders, whereas the latter,

which lies at the basis of all phenomena, remains always one

and the same.* Had we only Sense and its Intuitions the

world would be a perpetual flux of phenomena, in which one

thing would never again be recognized, and no generality

would be conceived. But having Thought, whicb is con-

* Grtmdlegp.vg ~nr Metaphi/^ik der Sitien.
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cerned ouly with generalities, we recognize by it the per-

manent and essential underlying the variable and acciden-

tal. Without a criterion of Truth (namely Necessity and

Universality) every man would differ from every other, each

being his own standard. All Sense Knowledge is i)ar-

ticular; all Rational Knowledge general.

II. As a Knowing Facultij. —But when we investigate the

Intellect we find that its three faculties, however suiier-

ficially distinguishable, are identical in essence ; not simply

because they have their common ground in the Intellect, as

the Intellect has its ground in common with Feeling and

Will ; but more directly in its constitution as an a priori

faculty, and in its mode of action as a regulative faculty.

Kant, indeed, assigns the regulative action specially to

Reason. But if we examine closel^^, we shall find that just

as the Ideas are made to regulate conceptions, so are the

Categories made to regulate Intuitions,* and so are Space

and Time made to regulate perceptions. This identity has

been insisted on by many of Kant's critics, in regard to

Reason and Understanding, and indeed has been made a

reproach; but I am not aware of thj extension to Sensi-

bility ha/ing been made, though its evidence seems to me
irresistible. The function of all three is to give synthetic

unity. The function of all three is to give form to material.

The ouly differences lie in the material operated on, and in

the consequent products.

Thus, and thus only, can I consistently interpret the

phrases which seem so contradictory, in which space is

spoken of as a concept, and even as a concept of Reason,

Vernuvffbegrijf.f When Kant declares absolute space to be a

concept of Reason, is it not that he is considering space as

unconditioned ; and is he not led to this concept precisely as

he is led to the concept of Univei'se,—the world carried up to

* ' These regulative principles Kant rarefully distinguishes from the Jynaniiial

principles of the understanding, wliich he also calls regulative. The latter arc

regulative of phenomena ; the former of experience.'

—

Mahaffy, p. 270.

t Anfangsgriindc dir NaiiirwUsensclwftin.—Werko, viii. 664.
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the uucouditioneil,—and the concept of God,—the active

Agent of the Universe, carried up to the unconditioned ?

The argument on this section cannot be better summed
up than in Kuno Fischer's review of the whole Kritik :

' It

had completely surveyed the domain of human reason as far

as its cognitive faculties reached, and distinguished its

faculties according to their primitive conditions. These

faculties were, Sensibility, Understanding, and Reason.

Each of these faculties has its original native formative

principles, by the co-opei"ation of which scientific knowledge

is produced. These principles are, pure intuition, pure con-

cepts of the understanding, and ideas. Each of them con-

tributes, after its fashion, unity and connection. They are

distinguished as to u-hat they combine. What each of these

faculties has combined is its peculiar product. This product

becomes the problem of a new connection for another faculty

of the human reason. So the product of intuition becomes

a problem for the understanding ; the product of the under-

standing for the reason. Intuition connects sensuous im-

pressions, and makes of them phenomena. These being the

product of our intuition are the object of our understanding.

The iinderstauding connects phenomena, and makes of them

cognition or experience. Experience is the product of our

understanding, it is the object of reason. Eeason connects

experiences, and makes of them a whole, a scientific system,

which continually progi'esses without ever completing itself.

Sensuous impressions can onlybe connected intophenomena by

means of space and time; these are the form-giving principles

of sensibility. Phenomena can only be connected with ex-

periences by the Categories ; these are the form-giving prin-

ciples of the understanding. Experiences can only be con-

nected into a scientific system by means of Ideas ; these are

the form-giving faculties, or, more accurately, those which give

goal or aim to our reason.'

We have thiis Intellect or the Faculty of Cognition, with

its three modes : Sensibility, Understanding, and Reason.

Whether these three Modes are to be understood as three
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divergent directions of one Force, or three separate Forces,

acting independently, may be disputed. Kant is by no means

clear on this point. But on one point there can be no dis-

i pute, namely, that all three are factors of the Intellect.*

"With this result let iis now proceed to another topic.

§ VI. The Mental Forms.

It has long been customary in English literature to speak

of Kant's a priori principles, namely Space and Time, the

Categories, and the Ideas, as 'Forms of Thou;,'ht,' assiguing-

them respectively to Sensibility, Understanding and Reason,

which are the three Faculties of the Intellect. This, although

sanctioned b}- Kantists like Whewell, and by erudite philoso-

phers like Sir W. Hamilton, has recently been pronounced a

gross perversion of Kant's meaning. A curious and animated

discussion on the point occupied the pages of a scientific peri-

odical.t In that controversy I was led to uphold the customary

phrase, in spite of its obvious variation from Kant's language,

because it accurately expresses Kant's meaning, when trans-

lated into English. My opponents argued—quite superflu-

ously, I think—that inasmucli as Kant uses the term Thought

only to express acts of Judgment, and sharjjly demarcates In-

tuition from Judgment, it was flagrantly erroneous to speak of

Space and Time, i.e. the forms of Intuition, among the forms

of Thought. And in an exposition of Kant such a procedure

would have been manifestly erroneous ; this, however, I had

carefully abstained from ; while in an interpretation of Kant,

translating him into English, I followed the English practice

because that seemed correct. For the distinction insisted on

bj' my opponents would, unless verj' carefully watched, have

• Reijjhold's completion of Kant's system had its basis here. He found one

character in the three faculties, namely, that of being representative. Intui-

tions were immediate representations, conceptions were mediate representations,

and ideas were representations of the unconditioned. The Intellect was thus ont'

Kepresentative Faculty.

t See the various letters which were published in JVw/Krc, Nos. 9, 11, 12, 13,

14, and 15, in the beginning of this year (1870).
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seriously misrepresented the Kantian system, by denying,—as

some indeed seemed to deny—that Sensibility, Understanding

and Reason were three Faculties of the one Intellect, three

branches of a common ti"ee.

The phrase Forms of Thought is used as tantaiiiomit to

the Fundamental Laws of Intellect, and is meant to em-

brace all those a priori principles of Pure Reason, which are

supposed to be anterior to, and independent of. Experience.

Thought is here taken as the supreme genus (Pure Reason),

under which range the subgenera, Intuition, Judgment and

Reason. Nor is this classification to be impugned because

Kant limits the term Thought to Conception. In scientific

language the term Animal expresses the supreme genus under

which all living beings, exclusive of plants, are ranged ; but

in ordinary language we distinguish Animal from Man, and

sometimes even Animal from Bird, without equivoque. If a

biologist insist upon restricting the term Man, so as to

withdraw it from the general term Animal, we may follow

him when expoiinding his views ; but when we come to in-

terpret his views according to received biological principles,

we must speak of Man as an Animal, especially if we can

show that in spite of his technical language he meant by

Animal all that we mean by it, and that if we denied the

animality of his Man, we should be at variance with his

principles. It is thus with Kant ; he uses Thought in a

technical restricted sense, distinguishing it from Intuition.

But the current English use of the word expresses all

operations of the Thinking Principle, and is tantamount to

the common intellectual ground of Sensibility, Judgment,

and Reason. For observe, if we are to restrict the term

Thought to acts of the Understanding, and affirm ' that the

only forms of Thought in Kant's sense are the Categories,'

then on like grounds we must deny the term to the acts of

Reason, which Kant also separates from Understanding

;

thus if Intuitions are improperly termed Thoughts, not less

improperly are Ideas termed Thoiights. The logical shears

which cut away Sensibility also lop off Reason, since neither
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of these is endowed with Categories. Whereas, if we

follow the old phraseology, we find that Kant's Fornas of

Thought (i.e. pure a priori principles) ai'e 1st, Space and

Time, which determine intuitions; 2nd, the Categories which

determine concepts ; and 3rd, the Ideas which determine

transcendental rules. By thus placing Space and Time

beside the Categories and the Ideas, we classify the whole of

those a priori principles supposed to constitute the common
intellectual furniture not given in Experience—the intellectus

ipse of the a priori school.*

It has been ixrged indeed ' that the Sensibility, according

to Kant, is not spontaneous or active, like the Understand-

ing. The forms then (i.e. the institutions of Time and

Space) are not, cannot be, products of the activity of any

faculty, and therefore cannot be forms of Thought in any

legitimate sense of the word. Let it be used in the widest

sense possible ; let it stand for the active faculty of tnind in

general ; and then it can be proved that Kant would have

refused to refer to it the forms of general Sense, because he

denied to general Sense any activity whatever.'f Is not

this acute and well-informed writer here misled, as many
others have been, by Kant's not very clear language ? Kant

always speaks of Sensibility as a receptivity in contradis-

tinction to the spontaneity of the Understanding ; but does

he thereby mean to deny its activity ? I think not. As the

question involves important consequences, we may pause to

consider it. There seems to be a general misconception

arising from not distinguishing between the two kinds of

action insisted on by Leibnitz, and adopted by Kant

:

namely, mechanical action, which is excited from without (an

appulse I have called it), and spontaneous action, excited from

• ' Die Materie aller Erscheinung ist nur a posteriori gegeben, die Form derselben

aber muss zu ihnen in^gesammt im Gemulhe a priori bcreit liegen.' Kritik

:

Transcend. AathHik, § 1, p. 60. 'Space and Time,' says Schweglek, 'are also

subjectire additiona, forms of sensuous perception, and no less native to the

mind than the a priori notions, the citegories themselves.' Handbook in tlie

History of PhUosophy, translated by Stiklino, 1867, p. 211.

t Db. Ixgi.ebt in Nature, No. 45, \<. 375.
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within (an impulse). The action of Sensibility is always

determined from without— it is therefore a Receptivity, a

reaction ; that of Understanding is determined from within

—-it is therefore a Spontaneity. ' We apply the term Sen-

sibility,' says Kant, ' to the receptivity of the mind for im-

pressions, in so far as it is in some way affected ; and on the

other hand we call the faculty of spontaneously producinf^

representations, or the spontaneity of cognition, Uudor-

standiug.'* V

!Nowjthe point we_have_to settlejs that he regarded this 1

receptivity as an activity. This has been made clear in our I

preceding section, which exhibited Sensibility as one of the

modes of Intellectual action, one of the form-giving a priori

princijjles. Intuition is the action of Sensibility. We
must keep in view the fact that Kant is treating of the

mental organism, not the bodily organism, and that he

expressly defines Sense as a property of the mind.f If

the Intellect did not 7-eact through Sensibility on the impres-

sions of external objects—the forms of this reaction being

the a priori conditions Space and Time—there would be

no meaning in assigning Sensibility as a mental function

;

no meaning in classing it among faculties of Cognition. But

Kant says :
' the impressions of sense give the first occasion

for bringing into action the whole faculty of cognition, and

for the production of experience, which contain two ver^'

dissimilar elements, namely a matter for cognition, given by

the senses, and a certain form for the arrangement of the

matter, arising out of the inner fountain ofpure intuition and

thought ; and these, on occasion given by sensuous impres-

sions, are called into exercise and produce conceptions.' J Here

the activity of intuition and thought is placed on the same

level. Again :
' The first question which occiirs in consider-

* Critk/c of Pure Reason, p. 45. Compare the opening paragraph of tlie

Transcend. Aestheiik.

t ' Vermittelst des iiusseren Sinnes (eiaer Eigenschaft unseres Gemiiths), stellen

wir Gegenstiiude uls ausser uns vor.'

—

Kritik: Transcend. Aesthetik, § 2, p. 62.

} Critiek of Pure Reason, p. 72.
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ing our representations is, to what faculty of eoguition do

they belong? To the Understanding or Sensibility?' Can

a faculty be conceived without activity ? If the sensation is

the reception of an impression, there must also be a reaction

from within :
' The effect of an object,' he says, ' upon the

faculty of representation, so far as we are affected by the

said object, is sensation. But that in which our sensations

are merely arranged and by which they are susceptible of as-

suming a ceiiain form cannot itself be sensation.'* The recep-

tivity applies solely to the impressions ; the I'eactivity is that

of the ' inner fountain of pure intuition.' It is to be borne

in mind that Kant expressly divides Sensibility into two

factors : Sensation and Imagination. The activity of the

Imagination is undeniable ; it belongs, he says, to the

transcendental action of the Mind : ein Grmidvermogen der

vienschlichen Seele, das aller Erkcnntniss a, 'priori zkvi Grnnde

liegt.f Indeed it is the very repi'oach urged by Herbart

against Kant's admission of Sensibility as a Faculty, that if

this were so, ' there would be laws of its action, but no such

laws arc discernible. '+

If the Sensibility is distinguished from the other faculties

by its receptivity of impressions, not only those made on the

outward Sense by objects, but also those made on the inward

Sense by the play of thought (Gedankenspiel), it is not less

identified with the other faculties by its form-giving action

on the impressions. Were it purely passive, did it not react

on impressions, clutching them in its grasp and impressing on

them its forms, sensations would be the mirror-like reflections

of objects, and there would be no mental reconstructions,

except those effected by the Understanding. But this would

be an upsetting of the whole Kantian system. It would de

stroy his distinction between thing |)er se and phenomenon.
It would present all the elements given in Sense as elements

of things per se. Space and Time would no longer be sub-

jective conditions impressed on objects, but objective condi-

* CritUk of Pure R<ason, p. 21. f See the first ed. of the Krilih; pp. 642, C.56.

X Hebbabt: Peychologie als Wianenachaft, 2. Thoil, J 125.
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tions impressed on the subject. Sensibility would no longer

be a recipient, but a mere receptacle.*

Let me admit, however, that it is not quite certain whether

Kant foresaw the reach of such an interpretation. The

connotation of the terms Receptivity and Sensibility may
have misled him, as the}' seem to have misled many German

and English writers. If we turn to his Anthropohxjie for an

elucidation, this is what we read :
' As respects the state

of Representation my mind (Gemiith) is either active and ex-

hibits power (facultas), or it is suffering [passive] and consists

in graspingness {Empfdnglichkeit, receptivitas] . A cognition

contains both bound in one. . . . Representations in respect

of which the mind is suffering, through which therefore the

subject is affected, belong to Sensibility ; those, however,

which contain merely an action (thought) belong to the intel-

lect. The former has the character ot piassivity.'f

No language seems plainer, and it reads like a complete >, '-{J^^

reversal of the position I am maintaining. It is on the
[

QiXl

strength of such language here, and in some other places,

that I made the qualified assertion respecting his views.

Convinced as I am that a consistent Kantist cannot maintain

Sensibility to be distinguishable from Understanding by the

simple character of inactivity as opposed to activity, but only

by the character oi receptivity as opposed"to~spontaneity, I

am doubtful whether Kant himself naay ndtTiave untterstoSd

his language in the sense which some of his readers have

adopted. The question is not easy of answer, for Kant,

as Mr. Mahaffy truly remarks, although a very technical is

by no means an accurate writer ; and although in the present

case his words seem unequivocal enough, it is eminently

probable that they misrepresent his meaning. J Let us try

* ScHELLiNG, in his critique of Cot.sin, reproaches him with orerlooking this

' activity, which unconsciously transforms an impression into a representation,'

Cousin only admitting the activity of voluntary attention. Fichte also expressly

teaches that passivity (Leiden) is only a quantum of activitv. Wisscnschaftslehre,

p. 70, 101.

t Anthropologic, 1. Theil, § 7. p. 137.

} Since this was written, I have met with a striking confirmation of the

correctness of my interpretation of Iv.iXT ; and it is the more valuable, because

Q^t^
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if "\ve cannot interpret tliein according to the Kantian

doctrine.
r

Sensibility is receptive, and as such passive. Does this

mean that Sensibility in itself is not an agent in mental

operations, that it is inactive ? No. Sensibility is one of

'the organs of the Intellect through which things are grasped.

It is distinguished from the other mental organs in having

a bodily organ (Sense) as the immediate condition of its

action. Becaiise, under their more familiar aspect, the senses

are regarded solelj' as bodil}' organs, their action as physio-

logical, and in this are discriminated from Thought, which is

mental function, thei'C is a general disjiosition to regard

Sensibility as essentially opposed to Thought. Yet until

bodily actions become psychical they are not sensations, in

the true significance of the term. Sensations are naked

impressions until clothed in mental forms, when they are

intuited. Intuition is the action of intuiting. All sensations

must be represented under the forms of Space and Time,

these being the two supreme genera or conditions rendering

physical sensation possible as ps3'chical sensation.

Since therefore we have in Sensibility a psychical side

—

the pure a priori forms—and a physical side, the bodily

organs,—we may understand how it is passive in reference to

the bodies which act upon it, and active in reference to the

not only will tlie interpretation seem paradoxical to most students, but a doubt is

permissible whether Kant himself held the view attriljutod to him as a necessary

part of his doctrine. In such a case, it is decisive when we find Kant's earliest

illustrious disciple, Reinhold, expounding the Kantian doctrine of Intuition

precisely as 1 have interpreted it. Rkijjhoi.d limits receptivity to the matter of

a representation ; its/orm is given by the activity of the faculty— ' apprehension,'

he calls it: 'sie ist die erst« Handlung dos fomigebenden V'ermogcns, dcr c.-slo

und geringste Grad der .Spontaneitiit.'

—

{Neiie Tlicoric ties menscUichcn Vorsiel-

Utng.iixrmbgem ; III. Buch : Thforie der SinnlichkcU, p. .3.59).

On the other hand it must he admitted, that another disciple of Kant suggests

this very interpretation as an improvement. In his h'ciie Krilik der Vernunft,

FniES says that Kant's phrase, ' the forms of sensibility,' is ambiguous ; since it

may mean either that Space and Time are the forms which Sensibility has, or that

they are the forms which spring from .Sense ; the second is the correct meaning,

according to Fkies, for the form which Sensibility has is not Space, but rather

the pure Intuition — our mathematical intuitive faculty. This Anschatmngs-

vermiiffi'ti is erroneously styled a receptivity. Its receptivity consists in its

excitability. But the intuition itself. Das Anschav.cn, is spontaneity. So divei-scly

may Kaxt be interpreted by disciples.
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soul which reacts. The necessity it is under of being- stimu-

lated by things before its reactivity is called out—there being

only the bodily organs of Sense as the direct medium of com-

munication between things and the soul—is characterized by

the term Recejjtivity. It must be borne in mind that Kant

applies the term Receptivity to the Inner Sense no less than

to the bodily Senses ; and ' when the Ego beholds itself,

intuits itself, the Ego is passive, and sufiers, inasmuch as it

is directly affected through the play of thought ' {leidet sofern

er durch scin eigenes Gcdanleenspiel afficirt wird).* Now no

one will venture to question the activity of the Ego. The

Receptivity of Sense, as we have over and over again de-

clared, is simply the necessity of direct presentation of the

object. But as this necessity does not exist for the Under-

standing which simply acts by conjoining the elements

furnished through Sensibility, the term Spontaneity is ap-

plied as distinguishing the synthetic activity of Judgment.

' This,' Kant says, ' is of all Representations the only one that

cannot be given through objects, but can only be arranged by

the subject itself because it is an act of its spontaneity.'

f

Having thus established the precise meaning in which we

are to understand the application of the distinction between

Receptivity and Spontaneity, characteristic of Sensibility

and Understanding, we may now examine in what respect

Intuition can be regarded as Thought,—not in the Kantian

acceptance of the term, but in the ordinary English accept-

ance of it. Kant's phraseology may all the more be dis-

regarded since he himself constantly violated it. Although

emphatically declariitg that Space and Time are intuitions,

and not concepts, it has already been noted that he also speaks

of them as concepts, and even says that he has ' succeeded in

distinguishing and isolating the ptcre elementary concepts of

Sensibility (Space and Time) from those of the Understanding.'

X

* Anihropologir, % 23.

t KritiJ:: Deduction iJ. r. Tcrs/andrsbcffriffe, § lo, p. 128.

t PrvUgomena sti jeder kihiftigcn Mctap/it/siA-, § 39, p. '2H :
' dio reinen Ele-

raentarbegriife der Siunlichkeit (Riium iind Ztit) vou diunn des Vcrstandes zu

untcrselieidf-n wnd alizusondcrn.'
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We will first sLow that he regarded Intuition as an intel-

lectual power, Seelenlcraff . In his letter to Herz of June 7,

1771, he speaks of the importance of discerning clearly the

diflference between objects and the subjective principles of

the forces of the human mind, not those of Sensibility alone,

but also those of Understanding ('was auf subjectivischen

Principien der menschlichen Seelenkriifte, nicht allein der

Sinnliehkeit, sondern auch des Verstandes beruht
') ; and in

many passages he speaks of it as an Erkenntnisskraft. Now
a force that is not active, an intellectual faculty that is not

a thinking faculty, is a contradictio in adjccto.

We will next show that, however it may vary from the

Kantian terminology, the phrase Forms of Thought correctly

expresses in English the Kantian meaning. No one, who

has followed us through the preceding section, can have a

doubt on the matter ; but we may not unprofitably show that

so eminent an expositor as Kuno Fischer adopts a similar

view. We have already quoted him as setting forth the

community of the three faculties ; let us now consider the

following passage :
' Space and time are the primitive opera-

tions of the intuiting Reason

—

die urspriinglichcn Handlungen

der anschmienden Vemunft—the Categories are the primitive

operations of the pure understanding.'* Two points are

noticeable : 1. That Intuition is expressly named an opera-

tion. 2. That it is an operation of Reason. As an opera-

tion, he calls attention to its distinction from an innate idea.

Intuitions and judgments are not innate as Descartes and

Leibnitz supposed, but primitive operations, necessary func-

tions. ' As mathematical quantities only come into exist-

ence, by being intuited or constructed, so the pure concepts

only exist when they are thought.' A few pages further on,

Fischer says :
' The Intuition produces the form, the sensa-

tion produces the content of a phenomenon. The form of

every phenomenon is d priori; the content is given as a

sensuous datum from without, that is to say not produced by

the Pure Reason, and hence d posteriori.'

• Kuso FiscHEB, iii. 381.
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Fries remarks on tlie uufortunate ambiguity iu the words

ending in uncj, such as Anschauung, Vorstellung ; which exists

also in our English words ending ion, as Sensation, Action,

&c. ; the)' signify both the acting and the act, the mind feel-

ing and the object felt. Intuition is Beholding ; considered

subjectively, it is a mental operation ; objectively, it is the

product of that operation, the Beheld. Time and Space may
^ therefore be considered as pure forms of the mental operation

Beholding ; or as products of that operation. In the one case

they are transcendental, in the other empirical. Just as we

speak of Sensation in general, and of particular sensations,

so Kant speaks of Intuition as the general faculty, and of

intuitions as the acts and products of that faculty.* We
sometimes hear it asserted that Space and Time are Forms,

consequently neither acts nor products. Are they not both ?

As pure Forms they are simple Possibilities ; as Intuitions

they are acts ; and as Concepts [Begriffe) they are certainly

products. It is a mistake to suppose because Space and

Time are pure forms which exist ready made, so to speak,

and a priori in the mind, that therefore the mind is not

active through these forms, under these conditions. In no

case can we escape the admission of the mind as active,

when it passes out of the potential into the actual condition,

and the pure forms which Kant assumes as ready-made are

only potential. On this point we shall have to enlarge in

criticising the Critique.

We now come to the second point in Kuno Fischer's

* ' Time and Space are not simply forms of sensuous Intuition, but Intuitions

themselves (which contain a manifold), consequently represent this manifold in

the determination it priori of the unity.' Kant adds in a note: 'Space repre-

sented as an object {Gegensfand) such as Geometry requires, contains more than

the simple form of Intuition, namely, the comprehension of the manifold in an

intuitive representation, according to the Form of Sensibility, so that the Form of

Intuition simply gives the manifold, but the formal Intuition gives the unity.

This unity I had only assigned to Sensibility, in the AesthetHc, to indicate that it

is antecedent to all concepts, although indeed it presupposes a synthesis which does

not belong to tlie senses, through which alone, however, all concepts of Space

and Time are rendered possible.'

—

Kritik: 'Deduction d. r. Verstandesbegriffe,'

§ 26, p. 147.
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sentence : Intuitiou is said to bo an operation of Reason.

On a superficial view this seems a perversion of Kant, not

less monstrous than the speaking of Space and Time as

Forms of Thought. And it is so ; not less monstrous ; not

more ; for there is no perversion in either case. The

ambiguity is in both cases similar. Kant uses the term

Reason with two very different meanings : in the one it

signifies the general faculty which contains all the principles

of cognition ; in the other it signifies the particular faculty

which contauis only the regulative principles. It is both

the supreme genus, usually spoken of as Pure Reason, and

the subgenus, Vernunft, having a co-ordinate rank with Sen-

sibility and Understanding. In like manner English writers

use the term Thought as the supreme genus containing all

activity of the Thinking Principle ; and as the subgenus

containing only combinations of ideas, apart from emotions

and sensations. Thought in the abstract always means

mental activity in the abstract ; and the phrase Forms of

Thought was applied to Space and Time, not because Intui-

tion furnishes the matter to Thought (in Kant's sense)—and

forms of Intuition must therefore indirectly be forms of

Thought—but because Intuition equally with Judgment is a

mental function, and as such is Thought.

I endeavoured to make this clear in the Letters published

in Nature ; but my ojiponents were unconvinced, and I can

only hope that the result of the foregoing discussion will be

more successful. One point more is all that need be noticed.

It cannot be passed over without slighting the challenge of

one who desei"ves respect. In my Letters I had explained

the Kantian meaning of Intuition to be that of a mental

function, differing from Judgment as intuitive thought difi'ers

from discursive thought. Dr. Ingleby therefore declared the

main issue between us to be this :
' Did Kant mean that

man has Intuitive Thought?' And this question Dr.

Ingleby emphatically negatives. Nor can I impugn his

denial, seeing that he declares that he limits ' Thought as

the genus of which Understanding and Reason arc the



THE 3IEXTAL FOKMS. 51o

species.'* I must first remark that such a restriction is

simply begging the question against an adversary who
avowedly included Intuition under the genus, beside Under-

standing and Reason. Not to insist on this, let me answer

Dr. Ingleby's question, by first asking : Is it correct, in

English, to speak of forms of Reason as forms of Thought?

If this be admitted—and it must be admitted unless general

usage be made to give way to particular interpretations

—

the question in which he expresses the main issue may be

thii.s put : Did Kant mean that man has Intuitive Reason '?

The answer is unequivocal. In his chapter on the Discipline

of Pure Reason, Kant declares that he has ' attempted to show

the great difference which exists between the discursive em-

jjloyment of reason in the sphere of conceptions and its intui-

tive exercise by means of the construction of conceptions. . .

All our knowledge relates finally to possible intuitions, for it is

these alone that present objects to the mind. An a priori

or non-empirical conception contains either a pure intuition

—and in this case it can be constructed—or it contains no-

thing but the synthesis of possible intuition, which was not

given d priori. In this latter case it may help us to form

synthetical a priori judgments, but only in the discursive

method of conceptions, not in the intuitive by means of the

construction of conceptions.'

t

It is not to vindicate the use of a phi'ase by others and

myself that I have entered on this digression, but to bring

out by means of it some obscure and ill-understood points in

Kant's teaching. So little importance do I attach to the

phrase ' forms of Thought ' that henceforth I shall avoid it

;

not because it improperly expresses Kant's meaning, but

because writers like Prof. Sylvester, Dr. Ingleby, Prof.

Huxley, and Mr. Monck have misinterpreted it into a perver-

sion of Kant's meaning ; and as it is eminently desirable not

* mdiire. No. 14, p. 361.

t Krltik, p. 543. The passage is quoted from Mr. Micklejohn's translation,

p. 438. The propriety of Kuxo Fischer's phi-ase is thus evident, as also tliat of

Mr. Mahaffy, p. 248, 'Reason only intuites through space and time.'
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to add to the already large amount of equivocal phrases

current, may we not replace Forms of Thought by Mental

Forms, and thus escape the danger?

§ VII. Eesults Eeached.

Reviewing the exi^osition of Kant's doctrine, we are landed

in the conclusion that knowledge is, in its very constitution,

purely subjective, eryo relative. To attempt to transcend

the sphere of Consciousness is vain and liopeless ; nor is it

wise to deplore that we are ' cabin'd, cribb'd, confined ' with-

in that sphere from which we never can escape. As well

might the bird, when feeling the resistance of the air, wish

that it were in vacuo, thinking that there it might fly with

perfect ease. Let us therefore content ourselves with our

own kiugdom, instead of crossing perilous seas in search

of kingdoms inaccessible to man. Let us learn our weak-

ness.*

First Result.—A knowledge of things per se [Dwge an

sich) is impossible, so long as knowledge remains composed

as at present; consequently Ontology, as a science, is im-

possible.

But, it may be asked, if we never knew noumena {Dinge

an sich), how do we know that they exist? The answer is

simple : Their existence is a necessary postulate. Although

we can only know the appearances of thing?, we are forced

to conclude that the things exist. Thus, in the case of a

rainbow, wo discover that it is only the appearance of certain

drops of water : these drops of water again, although owing

their qualities to our Sensibility, nevertheless exist. They

do not exist as drops of water, because drops of water are

but phenomena ; but there is an unknown something which,

when affectuig our Sensibility, appears to us as drops of

water. Of this imknown something we can affirm nothing,

except that it necessarily exists because it affects us. We

• Compare tbt fine passage at the close of the Introduction to tlie Kritilc.
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are conscious of being affected. We are conscious also that

that which affects us must be something different from our-

selves. This the law of causation reveals to us.

A phenomenon, inasmuch as it is an appearance, pre-

supposes a noumenon—a thing which appears,-—but this nou-

menon, which is a necessary postulate, is only a negation to

us. It can never be positively known ; it can only be known

under the conditions of Sense and Understanding, ergo as a

phenomenon.

Second Eesult.—The existence of an external world is

a necessary postulate, but its existence is only logically

affirmed.

From the foregoing it appears that we are unable to know

anything respecting things per se ; consequently we can never

jiredicate of our knowledge that it has objective truth.

But our knowledge being purely subjective and relative,

can we have no certainty ?—are we to embrace scepticism ?

No.

Third Result.—Our knowledge, though relative, is cer-

tain. We have ideas * independent of experience ; and these

ideas have the character of universality and necessity.

Although we are not entitled to conclude that our subjective

knowledge is completely true as an expression of the objec-

tive fact, yet we are forced to conclude that within its own

sphere it is true.

Fourth Result.—The veracity of consciousness is estab-

lished.

Fifth Result.—With the veracity of consciousness, is

established the certainty of morals.

It is here we see the importance of Kant's analysis of the

mind. Those who reproach him with having ended, like

Hume, in scepticism, can only have attended to his Critique

of the Pure Reason, which certainly does, as we said before,

furnish a scientific basis for scepticism. It proves that

* Here we sep the effect of confusing cognitions with conditions of cognition.

It is not ideas that are independent of experience, but the organic conditions on

which ideas depend.
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knowledge is relative ; tliat we cannot assnme things external

to us to be as we conceive them : in a word, that Ontology is

impossible.

So far Kant goes with Hnnie. This is the goal they both

attain. This is the limit they agree to set to the powers of

the mind. Bnt the different views they took of the nature

of mind led to the difference we before noted respecting the

certainty of knowledge. Kant having shown that conscious-

ness, as far as it extended, was veracious ; and having shown

that in consciousness certain elements were given which

were not derived from experience, but which were necessarily

true ; it followed that whatever was found in consciousness

independent of experience, was to be trusted without dispute.

If in consciousness I find the ideas of God, and Virtue, I

cannot escape believing in God, and Virtue. This belief of

mine is, I admit, practical, not theoretical ; it is founded on a

certainty, not on a demonstration ; it is an ultimate fact, from

which I cannot escape— it is not a conclusion deduced by

reason.

The attempt to demonstrate the existence of God is an im-

possible attempt. Reason is utterly incompetent to the task.

The attempt to penetrate the essence of things—to know

things per se—to know noumena— is also an impossible

attempt. And j'et that God exists, that the Woi'ld exists, are

irresistible convictions.

There is another certitude, therefore, besides that derived

from demonstration, and this is moral certitude, which is

grounded upon belief. I cannot say, ' it is morally certain

that God exists,' but I must say, 'I am morally certain that

God exists.'

Here comes into play the operation of what Kant calls

' the intelligible character.' What is that ? It is that which

is not and cannot be an object of the senses, not a pheno-

menon. If an object which is a phenomenon when under

the conditions of Sense and Understanding, possesses in itself

a faculty not sensible, yet capable of affecting sense, this

faculty, or this causality, may be regarded under two aspects :
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nnder the intdlUjible aspect in wliicli its action per se is pre-

sented, and under tlie sensible aspect in which its sensuous

effects are presented. ' For as phenomena not being things

per se must have a transcendental object for their basis, there

is no reason why we should not ascribe to this object, in

addition to the property by which it appears in effect, a cau-

sality which does not appear.' In other words, the causality

must have a cause, and this cause is intelligible only, not jjhe-

nomeual. Since every cause must have a character, without

which it would not be cause, the phenomenal causality is

its einpirical character ; the noumenal is its intelligible cha-

racter. Whatever is true of empirical causality must be

false of intelligible cause. In phenomenal causality every-

thing is subject to Time, succession. But the intelligible

cause is free fi-om all conditions. In a world removed from

the sensuous restrictions of Time, no action begins or ceases,

no action is determined by an antecedent. In such a world

nothing happens, there is nothing which requires dynamical

determination, and for the same reason no nexus between

phenomena. ' It would be quite correct to say that the

subject originates its effect in the sensible world from itself,

spontaneously, although the action does not begin in itself.'

In one word, this is the region of pure Freedom, which

transcends the region of Necessity, or the phenomenal

world.

It is this idea of Freedom which forms the basis of Kant's

Critique of the Practical Reason, an investigation into the

Reason, no longer as purely theoretical, but as practical.

Man is a being who acts as well as knows. This activity

must have some principle, and that principle is freedom of

will.

As in the theoretical part of Kant's system we saw the

Suprasensible and Unconditioned presupposed as existent

(under the name of things per se), but not susceptible of

being known or specified; so in this practical part of the

system we find the principle of Freedom altogether abstract

and indeterminate. It realises itself in acts.
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In the very constitutiou of his conscieiieo, man discovers

the existence of certain rules which he is imperatively forced

to impose upon his actions ; in the same way as he is forced

b)' the constitution of his reason to impose certain laws upon

the materials furnished him from without. These moral laws

have likewise the character of universality and necessity.

The idea of virtue never could be acquired in experience,

since all we know of virtuous actions falls short of this ideal

which we are compelled to uphold as a type. The unalterable

idea of justice is likewise found, a |)non', in the conscience of

men. This indeed has been denied by some philosophers

;

but all fi priori truths have been denied by them. They cite

the crnel customs of some savage races as proofs that the idea

of justice is not universal.* Thus, some tribes are known to

kill their old men when grown too feeble ; and they test their

strength by making these old men hold on to the branch of

a tree, which is violently shaken, and those that fall are pro-

nounced too weak to live. But even hei-e, in spite of the

atrocity, we see the fundamental ideas of justice. Why
should they not abandon these aged men to all the horrors

of famine and disease? and why put them to a test? Look

where you will, the varied customs of the various nations

peopling the earth will show you diflPercnt notions of what is

just and what is unjust ; but the d priori idea of justice—the

moral law from which no conscience can be free

—

tliat you

will find omnipresent.

Out of this moral law the Practical Reason deduces a

regulation of society. One might object indeed to it that

there is a manifest contradiction in deducing practical con-

clusions from a premiss which is confessedly unknowable.

So far from practical guidance needing the inspiration and

the sanction of motives drawn from a source which is above

and beyond Experience, it is precisely in practical life that

the guidance of Experience is sufficient and felt to be so.

Only speculative restlessness requires better bread than can

• Kant alludes lo Ixicke.
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be made of wheat. But Kant, aware of tlie all-shattering

force of his critical principles, and dreading for others, if not

for himself, the destruction of all Theology and theological

Ethics, which the logical application of these principles neces-

sarily effected, tried to rescue men from pr-actical scepticism,

and not content with the only alternative open to him,

namely, to set aside the speculative basis altogether, and

rely solely on Experience, he attemi)ted to justify on specu-

lative grounds the conclusions which speculation repudiated.

He boldly raised a structure upon a basis which he had

shown to be the negation of all knowledge ; and thus fol-

lowed the metaphysical procedure so happily expressed

by Royer Collard, de puiser IHgnorance a sa source la phis

elevee.

§ VIII. Criticism op the ' Kritik.'

Although the foi'egoing exposition has only included the

chief positions of the Critical Philosophy, it will serve per-

haps both as an introduction to the study, and an indication

of the contribution to History which that system made.

In pursuance of our plan we must now scrutinise the value

of that contribution. The distinction between Analytic and

Synthetic judgments, and the assumption of universal and

necessary judgments being only attainable a priori, we have

already seen reason to reject
; yet as these are the foundations

on which the whole system rests, it may be desirable to

enforce our rejection by showing that not only does^Jb^

perience furnish judgments universal_and iie.Q.eaaaj,:y;Jt)ut.that

the attempt to derive them from any other source is chimerical

and without a basis.

First let us understand what Experience includes. I have

already {Prolegomena, § 59) noticed Kant's unwarrantable re-

striction of it to mere sensation. Only on such a restric-

tion is his argument tenable for a moment. Yet he himself

often uses Experience as the product of sensation and
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ratiocination;* which is all we claim as a ground for our

discussion. If" therefore by Experience we mean the sum
of the mental modifications, it is clear that since necessary

and universal judgments are found among those modifica-

tions, and cannot be found apart from them, they also

must belong to the domain of Exjierience. When the advo-

cates of the a priori existence of such principles appeal

to the universality and necessity of certain judgments as

J

irresistible proof of their being be^'ond the reach ot Ex-

perience, they commit a double oversight : they overlook the

fact that these judgments ai'e generalizations from experience;

and they overlook the fact that the universality and necessity

jl I are only applicable to the phenomenal world. When I say

' that an axiom or a mathematical proposition i? necessarily

true, and true in all times and places, what ground have I

for this assertion, except that I am compelled to think so,

cannot think otherwise, even when extending the proposition

beyond the range of my experience ? But this compulsion is

subjective ; it is the constitution of my mind which forces me
to think a certain proposition in a certain way, and no other.

I do not know that in other worlds, and under other con-

ditions, the straight line will be the shortest path between

two points ; for I know nothing of other worlds. If I am
compelled to think this proposition it is because it expresses

all the presupposed mathematical elements. I am equally

compelled to tliink that every son must have had a father

and a mother. In other worlds men may be spontaneous

products of ' equivocal generation.' I do not know what may
be or may not be. I do not therefore assert the universality

and necessity of the conditionn ; but I nevertheless assert the

universality and necessity of every identical proposition ; so

long as its terms remain unaltered, any particular proposition

* Bona Mever remarks truly on this point, tliat Kant not seldom, where he

speaks of Experience, has chiefly in view the sensuous aspect of this twofold

product ; and it tlien means no more than our perception of the external

phenomena of bodies and the internal phenomena of our minds; and from this

Experience, a priori concepts cannot be derived.

—

Kanl's Psycholoifie dargettellt

underorkrt, 1870, p. 161.
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must be universally true. I do not assert tliat every man
must have liad a father and mother ; I assert that every son

must. I cannot conceive it otherwise, because this expresses

all my experience. I cannot conceive ' son ' otherwise than

in relation to ' jiarents,' because this is what the terras

express : the proposition is identical.

Kant says with emphasis—and his whole system is an

illustration of it—that all knowledge begins in Experience,

that no ideas have reality except in as far as they reflect

Experience. The logical conclusion would be that all judg-

ments, even the universal judgments, must be products of

\ Experience. But he says. No ; although all knowledge

begins with Experience it is not all derived fi-om it. Over and

above the Experience there are the conditions which render

it possible, and which give it determinate directions. These

conditions he considers a priori ; the products are a posteriori.

Perverting the Aristotelian and Scholastic use of these

terms, which made a priori judgments ex causis —and the

a posteriori judgments ex effectibus—Kant twists the terms

into a signification of judgments anterior to Experience and

judgments posterior to Experience. He makes a priori

mean that which springs from the mind itself; a posteriori

that which springs from the mind in its experience of

things. But this is not only a perversion of the Aristotelian

distinction, it is a psychological perversion. We may justly

say that Leverrier discovered Neptune a priori. Before

any human eye had seen that planet, his intellect had

foreseen it. He had determined its position before experi-

ence of it ; but the conditions of that determination had been

previously furnished by experience. He had foreseen it,

because he had seen the effects in the causes ; but these

causes had previously been seen in phenomena. The gene-

ralizations from Experience daily enable us to foresee a priori

what effects will result.* But we can never take our stand-

* FiCHTE iu tlip lutroduction to the Wissenschaftslehrc excellently remarks that

the a priori ami a posteriori are in a true philosophy not two but one viewed in

different ways. Thus a number \s a posteriori when regarded as ^ii;c» ; it is a priori

when regarded as a product of its factors.
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iiig-point outsiile Experience, and tlieuce survey plienomena.

Yet this is what Kant professes to do with his distinction of

a priori as the rational origin, from the a posteriori as the

experimental origin. He makes the logical separation real.

Having first isolated sensation from its conditions and its

products, he can have no difficulty in showing that Know-
ledge contains other elements besides sensation. Did any-

one ever maintain that sensation alone was capable of furnish-

ing knowledge ? Did any one ever maintain that beside the

mere feeling excited by the contact of sense with an object,

there was not also the necessary imi^lication of certain

organic conditions which rendered the feeling possible, and

•which gave it its special character? Did anyone ever

maintain that there was not a general uniformity in these

conditions which rendered the results uniform, so Ihat all

minds would feel alike when all were acted on alike ; and

also a certain individuality in these conditions, whei-eby,

amid general uniformity of result, there would likewise be

individuality of impressions ? That psychologists were far

from clear on this jjoint may be admitted ; but no one ever

altogether overlooked it.

Although the spontaneity of Mind was never wholly

denied, even by those of the Sensational School who re-

garded Mind as a product of the Senses, nevertheless,

opinions on this important point were singularly vague.

Locke, as we have seen, presupposed certain native Faculties.

Condillac presupposed certain native Capacities. Cabanis and

de Tracy presupposed certain Laws of Sensibility. All the

schools presupposed certain laws of mental combination.

These constituted the subjective conditions of Experience

;

whatever spontaneity could be attributed to the Mind was

assigned to them. But no one accurately defined them. It

was Kant's immense merit to have seen clearly the need of

accurately determining what these subjective conditions were.

He was the first who attempted a clear expositioiLQf the sub-

Jefitiyg^ and"'objective~e^ia£nta-j.n Thought. Tlie aitempt
I made an epoch. Unhappily, having approached a psycho-
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logical problem from the wrong- side, and employing the

Metaphysical Method of subjective analysis where the Bio-

logical Method of objective analysis was equally indispen-

sable, he not only failed to discover what were the conditions

of Sensibility and the Laws of Thought, but by the very

potency of his genius retarded progress in that direction.

His initial mistake, almost inevitable on the Method he

pursued, is that of transporting into Psychology the old

Aristotelian error of Matter and Form as elements separable

in reality because they are separable in abstraction. Hence

the Forms of Thought became for him ready-made factors,

anterior to and independent of Experience. Had he pro-

foundly considered the Aristotelian distinction, he must have

had his eyes opened to the conclusion that the Forms, of

Thought should be sought either physiologically, i.e. in the

organic conditions ; or jjsychologicallyj i.e. in the evolution

of Thought. The fact that we think at all is assuredly detei--

miiied by our being so organised that thought is the activity

of the organs ; this organisation is therefore a priori, i.e

anterior to any thought. Now physiological, and psycho-

logical, analysis disclose that we are are forced to think as

successive what in nature is simultaneous ; that deep do^vn in

the very constitution of consciousness lies the indispensable

condition of change ; that inwoven with all psychical ex-

perience there is the unalterable presence of the action of

judgment—the iinion of a predicate with a subject ; these,

and several other conditions of Thoiight, which we cannot

expound here, must have disclosed themselves to him

;

but how would they have presented themselves ? as ready-

made Forms {fertige Formen), or as Forms in the making? as

pre-existent factors, or as evolved results ? The Aristotelians,

and with them Kant, confounding the potential with tho

actual, the conditions with the results, would answer this

question plainly in favour of the first alternative. Because

the form of the oak is evolved from the acorn, they would

declare the form to pre-exist in the acorn.* We, knowing

* Ou (his fallacy see. what is said iu the rrolrr/omcna to this History, § 51.

Compare also tho chapters on L:;ipxitz and IIegel.
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that uudor suitable conditions tlio acorn will develope into

the oak, and, if it develoj^e at all, will assume the Form of

an oak, and no other, are allowed to say without danger that

the stem, branches, and foliage are organic Forms potentially

existing in the acorn. But a scientific Botany is not content

with this. Nor will it permit us to say that stem, branches,

and foliage are ready made iu the acorn, prior to all those

influences of heat, moisture, air and manure, which will

render possible their evolution. In like manner a scientific

Psychology refuses to accept the evolved results of Ex-

perience as a priori conditions of Exj^erience ; refuses to

accept the Forms into which Thought necessarily developes

as the pre-existing and perfected Forms throngh which it is

determined.

That Kant did regard the Forms as -wholly independent of

organic conditions, is certain. He was not satisfied with as-

suming the existence of original aptitudes out of which the

Forms might grow. ' It is quite possible,' he says, ' that

some one may propose a sort of preformation system of Pure

Reason, in which the Categories are neither self- conceived, a

priori first principles of cognition, nor derived from ex-

perience, but are merely aptitudes fur thought implanted in

us contemporaneously with our existence.' He rejects this

suggestion on the ground that ' the Categories would thereby

lose their character of objective necessity. Nor would there

be wanting persons to deny the subjective necessity of the

Categories, though they must feel it. Certainly we could

never dispute with any one about that which merely de-

pended on the manner in which he was organised.'

Why not? Can we have any better security? And does

not Kant himself reduce all certainty to this subjective

ground, denying that we can have objective certainty ?

Indeed, the very outcome of the Kritik is that we can have

no knowledge of anything beyond the range of our subjec-

tivit}'
; yet nevertheless we are told that the very necessity

and universality of judgments, which are only valid for the

world of sense, and cannot be applied to noumena, prove the
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mind to be endowed with possessions not organically de-

pendent upon Sense.

To make his error apparent, let us see it as a biological

proposition. Growth may be regarded as the analogue of

Experience ; it is the experience of the body, as experience

is the growth of the mind. As an abstract term it compre-

hends a multiplicity of concretes. Growth depends on

Nutrition, Experience on Sensation. Nutrition has its con-

ditions, and laws, which determine its du-ection ; we may
consider it a priori, when we consider Nutrition ex causis ; or

a posteriori when we consider it as Growth, ex effedibus. The

conditions and laws have to be ascertained by research

;

and, when ascertained, may be expressed in neat formulas.

But what should we biologists say to a philosopher who,

having learned these formulas, pretended that they were

Forms of Life, pre-existent to all Gi'owth, independent of

aU Nutrition, drawn from a higher source ? We should say

what positive i^sychologists will say to Kant : you are com-

mitting the metaphysical fallacy of erecting your posterius

into a prius, your product into a factor.

The distinction between a priori and a posteriori is not

that of antecedent to experience and subsequent to ex-

perience, since both are judgments of the Intellect, and there

is no Intellect in reality (but only as a potentiality) before

Experience, which is Intellect in action ; the distinction is

therefore logical only : d priori when ex causis, when we
view the conditions ; d posteriori when ex ejfectihus, when we
view the conditions in action or in result. Kant, who denied

Innate Ideas, and declared all ideas d priori and a, posteriori

to be acqiiired, nevertheless supposed that the conditions of

Thought might be isolated, and might exist apart, because

they could be logically separated from the acts of Thought.

The Mental Forms, like the Vital Forms, may be abstracted

from the particular acts of the organism and their con-

sequences ;
just as we may abstract the form of a river, and

draw it on a map, without taking in either the river-stream

or the river-banks. Yet, just as no one conceives this Form
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to have pre-existed, but knows that it was produced as the

resuhaut of the stream-force on the one hand, and the co-

hesive resistance of the banks on the other, each co-operant,

each opposed; so do we conceive that Vital Forms and

Mental Forms are the products of organic conditions acting

on the stimulus of external objects.

Here may be raised the interesting question : In what

sense did Kant understand the Mental Forms ? And first

:

Did he understand them as ready-made moulds, into which

the contents of unshaped material were poured? I must

confess that, after painful search, I am unable to extract

from his pages anj' decisive answer. That the forms lie

ready in the mind, and were not produced by sensations, is

unequivocally and uniformly asserted; but whether he

regarded these forms as more than potential existences—the

only possible forms in which sensation and thought could

become actual—cannot positively be decided. At times his

language is unequivocal. Here is a brief sentence from the

first edition :
' Space and Time are indeed a priori Represen-

tations which dwell with us as Forms of our sensuous

Intuition, even before a real object has through sensation

detenained our Sense to represent it under those sensuous

relations.'

The vacillation of expression may be due to his never

having felt the real diflBculty, never having distinguished the

potential form from the actual form. An illustration may

helpiis Eire. Crystals have their special forms. We,

having discovered these, assert that the solutions, ivhen they

crystallise, must do so in these forms, and none other: such

are the only forms these solutions will assume in crystallisa-

tion. The physicist is under no misgiving on this point

;

but the metaphysicist, failing to appreciate the distinction

between possibility and reality, concludes that the forms

pre-exist in the solution. Such I incline to think was the

fallacy which misled Kant. In his reply to Eberhard* he

* In the edit, of Rosenkua-NTz, i. Hi.
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says tlie Critique ' allows of no inuato or unacquired {aner-

schnffaie) representations ; all of them, intuitions and con-

cepts, are acquired. But there is, to speak with Jurists, a

primitive acquisition or inheritance, consequently of that

also which previously did not exist, hence belonged to

nothing before this act. Such are the Form of things in

Space and Time, and the synthetic unity of the manifold in

concepts ; for neither of these are drawn from objects as

given to our cognitive faculty, but are brought a priori

by that faculty out of itself. There must, however, be a

ground or condition in the mind which renders possible

that the representations are so and not otherwise, and this

ground or condition is innate. So, for example, the first

formal condition of the possibility of an intuition of Space is

innate, but not the representation of Space itself. (So ist der

erste formale Grund der Moglichkeit einer Eaumanschauung

allein angeboren, niclit die Raumvorstellung selbst.)' He
here reduces the whole group of a priori form-giving princi-

ples to the conditions of mental action. In so far he is not at

variance with philosophers of the experiential school. But

now observe the dilemma: If these principles are merelj'

possible conditions, which only come into actual existence

in Experience, then their a priori existence is a metaphj-sical

fiction ; whereas, if they are (i priori, and pre-exist as ready-

made forms in the mind, then they are, what Kant em-

phatically declares them not to be, innate.

The school of Locke pronounced that all our knowledge

was limited to experience of things as they appear to us
;

consequently Ontology was impossible. The school of

Leibnitz maintained that we have another purer source of

knowledge, anterior to Experience, authenticated by the

characters of necessity and universality, which prove it to be

o priori, since these characters cannot be given a posteriori

;

ergo. Ontology is possible. This view was adopted by many

of Kant's followers, but Kant himself said : We have, it is

true, an a priori source of knowledge, having this specified

aiithentication ; but inasmuch as it is only applicable to

VOL. II. M M
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the material of Experience, aud not applicable beyond

Experience, Ontology is impossible.

The followers were at least more consistent than their

master. The very characters of necessity and universality

fail to authenticate the d priori origin, inasmuch as only

within the region of Experience are these applicable, and

only from Experience could the}' have been evoked, being,

as Kant admits, the forms of Experience in action, possi-

bilities which become actualities in constituting Experience ;
*

as the conditions of Nutrition jsass from conceivable possi-

bility into visible actuality in Growth, or as the form of the

river comes into existence when the conditions of that form

(stream-force and bank-force) co-operate.

Our answer to the question : Did Kant understand the

Mental Forms as ready-made moulds ? must be, therefore,

no less equivocal than^iiis-ovvrT exposition. We must say

that he did regard them as ready-made, ' lying ready in the

jnind,' and in so far antecedent to all Experience, in so far

a j)riori. We must also say that he did not regard them

as actually existent, but only as potentially existent, the

possible conditions of Experience] and 111 io^far they arc

evolved in Experience, in so far a posteriori. From this

equivoque and this conti-adiction there is no escape. Its

origin must be sought in his false Mefehod.

By refusing to consider the Mental Forms as results of

the organism, Kant shut himself out from the possibility of

discovering them. A little attention to biological data

Avould have shown him that his enumeration of the forms was

incomplete, and that his conception ot them as ready-made

was false. The forms he enumerates are too few to exjiress

the subjective conditions. lie omits Pleasure and Pain, for

example, which are inseparable elements of all Sensation,

determining all Action. He saj's nothing of the various

Senses, and their conditions ; although obviously the reason

* ' Space and Time, pure as these conceptions are from all that is empirical,

and certain as it is that they are represented fully a priori in the mind, would be

completely without olyectivc validity, and without significance, if Ihoir necessary

use in the objects of experience were not shown.'

—

Cridck, p. 118.
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why vibrations of a given rapidity produce only the sensation

of light, and other vibrations only the sensation of heat, lies

in the organisation of the retina and the sldn-nerves. He
would not deny that Light, Heat, and Sound, although

special and not universal forms, were Forms of Sensibility in

which we clothe the Ding an sick
;
just as Space and Time

are universal Forms in which we clothe the Ding an sich.

Nay, seeing that he used all his ingenuity to show that the

Categories of the Understanding played the same part as the

Senses in respect of the objective world, it is sui-prising that

he did not also see that every subjective condition was

entitled to the rank of a Mental Form, an ii priori element.

Every organ necessarily brings with it its special forms, i.e.

the special modes under which its activity can go on, modes

which determine the reception of stimuli, and thus determine

the sensation. Sounds and Images, in their subjective

aspects, are not less a priori than Concepts. If we can only

think under certain Categories, so likewise we can onl}' feel

under certain organic conditions.

Waiving, however, the incompleteness of his enumeration,

and accepting Space and Time, the Categories, and the Ideas

of Reason as the summa genera, I will consider only the

validity of his argumentation. Here, in extenso, are the

four positions on which he grounds the a priori and purely

subjective nature of Space.

' 1. Space is not a conception which has been derived from

outward experiences. For in order that certain sensations

may relate to something without me (that is, something

which occupies a different part of space from that in which

I am) ; in like maimer, in order that I may represent them

not merely as without of and near each other, but also in

separate places, the representation of space must already

exist as a foundation. Conseqiiently, the representation of

space cannot be bon-owed from the relations of external

pliEeuomena through experience ; but on the contrary, this

external experience is itself only possible through the said

antecedent experience.



532 KANT.

' 2. Space, then, is a necessary representation, a priori,

which serves for the foundation of all external intuitions.

We never can imagine or make a representation to ourselves

of the non-existence of space, though we must easily enough

think that no objects are found in it. It must therefore be

considered as the condition of the possibility of the phseno-

mena, and by no means as a determination dependent on

them ;
* and is a re^iresentation, a priori, which necessarily

supplies the basis for external pha3nomena.

' ;{. Sp '.ce is no discursive, or, as we say, general conception

of the relations of things, but a pure intuition. For in the

first place we can only represent to ourselves one space
;

and when we talk of divers spaces, we mean only parts of one

and the same space. Moreover, these parts cannot antecede

this one all-embracing space, as the component parts from

which the aggregate can be made up, but can be cogitated

only as existing in it. Space is essentially one, and multi-

plicity in it depends solely upon limitations. Hence it

follows that an a priori intuition (which is not empirical)

lies at the root of all our conceptions of Sj^ace. Thus, moi"e-

over, the principles of geometry— for example, that in a

triangle two sides together are greater than the third—are

never deduced from general conceptions of line and triangle,

but from intuition, and this a priori with apodeictic cer-

tainty.

' 4. Space is repi-esonted as an infinite given quantity.

Now every conception must indeed be considered as a re-

jiresentation which is contained in an infinite multitude of

ilifferent possible representations, which therefore comprises

these under itself; but no conception, as such, can be so

conceived as if it contained within itself an infinite multi-

tude of representations. Nevertheless, Space is so conceived

• Here the confusion between possible and actual is felt. The Space-form, as a

possibility, is not dependent on objects; but as an actuality, it is evolrtil by

objects, and is therefore dependent on them. Kant forgets that in thinking

objects away, we still leave the thinker as an object in space. Our faniiliiir

experience of things removed from before our eyes, leaving what is called ' empty

space' behind, enables us to conceive all objects (except ourselves) removed.
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of, for all parts of space are equally capable of being pro-

duced into infinity. Consequently, the original representa-

tion of Space is an intuition a priori, and not a conception.'*

Psychologists of the experiential school exj)ound the

generation of our idea of Space as an abstract idea gathered

from concrete experiences. Kuiiit^Fisclier _prqclaims_this

generation^to bg^aL^erfectUlustraJiojaijf-ffiliat^^

should iiot bo.t ' It presupposes,' he says, 'that which it is
'

fo explain. Space and Time are already perfectly present

in the experiences from which they are supposed to be

abstracted. There is no impression, no percei>tion, no repre-

sentation, which is not in Space and Time.' Surely it must

be said of all abstractions, that they are presupposed in their

elements ? lie will not allow this. According to him, the

abstract idea Man is made up of particular ideas, men ; but

Space and Time are not made up of sj^aces and times, they

precede these particulars. ' It is impossible to deduce Space

and Time from our perceptions, simply because our percep-

tions are only possible through Space and Time.'

The fallacy of the argument may most briefly and con-

vincingly be exhibited in an illustration. He would admit

that Experience is not a 'priori. If it has any meaning at all,

it is a posteriori. Apply his argument to it. ' Experience

cannot be derived from without. It is impossible to deduce

sensations and perceptions from Experience, because they

all presuppose it; in every paiiicular experience tliere is

the antecedent groundwork Experience, which determines

the possibility of the particular.'

Kant would probably answer, ' No, there is an a p^'iori

condition, which renders Experience possible ; there is not

an a priori experience.' To which one might reply that

Space may have its a priori condition in the nature of the

mental organism, but this condition is not itself Space ; and

* Critick of Pure Reason, Tp. 23. Compare Ueber^'eo : Grmidriss der Gcsck. der

Philos, iii. p. 172, for an answer to this fourth position, showing that infinity is only

by reflection predicated of possible space, actual space being always a finite concept.

t KuNo Fischer: Kant's Lehen und die Grundlagen seiner Lehre, 1860, p. 128.

Compare his Commentary, p. 36.
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Space therefore must be evolved as tlie product of the two

coefficients, the organism on the one hand and the medium

on the other, the two together making Experience. Disen-

gaging the topic from the ambiguity of potential forms, we

see that on Kant's own principles Space and Time are not

a priori, not independent of, and anterior to. Experience

;

consequently that this pillar of the Critical Philosophy rests

on a foundation of drifted sand. Yet, so completely has

Kant's argumentation enchained the assent of his countrj^-

men, that there is scarcely a single philosopher who has not

accepted it; whereas it is rare to find a philosopher in England

or France who does not reject it. To the German mind,

whatever else may be open to doubt in Kant's system, the

discovery of the true nature of Space and Time as a priori

conditions of Experience admits no doubt.

No little confusion arises from the want of precise

definitions. Sometimes Space means Place, sometimes Ex-

tension, sometimes Outness. Place, or that which contains

objects, is obviously an abstract from Experience. Extension

is likewise engendered in Experience. But the mere Outness

which is said to underlie all our experiences of sense and

to be implied in ever)' conception of Place or Extension, is

an element involved in Self-consciousness. The Ego cannot

be conscious of Self without in the same act being equally

conscious of Not Self. Whatever is not Self is out of

Self. The inner and outer worlds thus contemporaneously

emerge.

Looking at Consciousness in this way, and not by Psyclio-

geny tracing the primitive conditions anterior to the emer-

gence of Self, we may agree with Kant that Space, i.e.

Outness, is a primitive and universal form of Consciousness

in respect of the Not Self; and that Time is a primitive form

of Self or Innemess. If Space be identified with Not Self, and

Time with Change, they may be accepted as the primitive

conditions of all objective presentation, and of all subjective

moclijication ; as such primitive conditions, they may be said

to be virtually a priori. But in thus rescuing Kant's apriori,
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by removing it to anotlier foundation, we wholly destroy his

system. He makes Space the form of the external senses

(not a condition of self-consciousness), and Time the form of

the internal sense (not the condition of all consciousness). In

the Kritik he gives no description of these two senses, but

in the Anthropologie he is more explicit. This is what he

understands by them.* ' Sensibility as a cognitive faculty

contains two elements : Sense and Imagination. The first

is the faculty of Intuition, when the objects are present:

the second, Avhen the objects are absent. The senses, how-

ever, are again subdivided into the outer and inner [sensits

extemus, internus). The fi.rst is that in which the body is

affected by bodily things ; the second that in ^vhich it is

affected through the mind. This latter, again, is to be dis-

tinguished from the feeling of Pleasure or Pain, which nniy

be named the innermost sense (sensus interior).' The bodily

senses are divided into vital senses [sensiis vagus) and the

organic senses {sensus fixus)—that is, ' the five senses,' and the

' visceral sensations ' of modern writers. Kant passes in

review the five senses, exi^laining their share in the percep-

tion of external objects, and also their inner relations. He
then treats of the Inner Sense. ' It is not the pure apper-

ception, a consciousness of Avhat the man does, for this

belongs to the faculty of thought, but what the man suffers,

in as far as he is affected by the play of his own thought.

.... There is only one Inner Sense, because it is not by

different organs that man inwardly feels himself.'

The truth is, that only by a loose metaphor can we speak of

an Inner Sense at all ; and the attempt to class it beside the

Outer Senses leads to endless confusion. In the Kritil; Kant

declares that it is solely on account of the inner representa-

tions being yiveji to the mind without spontaneity that they

are classed under Sensibility, which he had previously dis-

tinguished as receijtivity. The chaotic nature of his classi-

fication reveals itself at every step. Thus he is forced to

* Anihropologie, § 13. pp. 153,^2.



confess tLat only tliree of his five Outer Senses are pre-

eminently objective ; the other two (Taste and Smell) are

more subjective than objective, relating rather to feeling

than to knowledge. Again, speaking of the Sense of Hear-

ing, he says, ' The form of objects are not given by it, nor are

articulate sounds in themselves objects, but only inward

feelings.' He admits, moreover, that all the outer senses

yield repi'csentations which become inward when the

intensity of impressions is increased. But since he always

defines the Inner Sense to be the consciousness of what is

passing within (and in one place as the special Form

under which the intuition of the inward changes is

possible*), it is clear that, on his own showing, to say Space

is a Form of Sensibility is incorrect. It is not the form of

Sensibility in general ; not even of the outer senses ; since

we have numerous sensations from without which have no

space-relations, sometimes not even that outness which

belongs to all Not Self; and except as mere outness, it is

incoiTcct to assign Space to Sensibility at all ; for although

there is a condition under which all intuition of objects is

possible, this condition itself is not Sjjace, but Space is the

abstraction of all our concrete experiences of Outness. We
must therefore saj' that Sensibility has two dircctiong, one

outwards, the other inwards ; one relating to objects, the

other to the feelings ; one to Not Self, the other to Self. But

it is no less clear, from Kant's princijdes, that the direction

of Sensibility is not determined by a special sense, nor by an

a priori Form, but by the nature and intensity of the sensa-

tion. There is no outer sense specially directed to the Not

Self; no Form of Sense which determines this outward

direction, and is itself Space. Many of the sensations

received through the outer senses have no space-relations

at all, and, when intense, cease to have even outness, and

become inward feelings ; on the other hand, inward feelings

also acquire outness, and are ' objects ' of Consciousness,

» Kritili : TmvscdiJ. AeUhdi!;, § 2, [.. G2.
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owing to the very same tendency towards projection which

characterises all perception. For we must not be misled by

the rapidity with which sensations are projected outwards,

localised in the body, or at distances from the body ; this

is not pure sensation itself, but an act of judgment ; and

Kant, who insisted on the pi-e-eminently receptive nature

of Sensibility, ought not to have overlooked the fact that

the projection outwards of a sensation felt within, was an act

subsequent to the reception of an impression. Whether
this act were the act of Sensibility or Judgment might be a

question of terms ; but that it was subsequent to the recep-

tion of the sensation Avould suffice to prove that it could not

be the ready-made Form, or primary condition of Sensibility.

A more penetrating psychology would have shov.n Kant
that instead of Space and Time being the primary conditions

of Difference, the principle of Difference was the primary

condition of Space and Time. Neither emerge until the

first distinction between Self and Not Self emerges. But

even on his own_
_assignnient of Space to the Outer Sense, and .of Time to_the

Inner^ense. The mere outness, or extemalisatiou, of sensa-

tions, is the product of manifold e;cperiences ; as we know in

the difficulty infants have in localising their sensations; it is

exhibited as anterior to Experience only by the logical

juggle of transposing a result to the position of a principle.

In like manner, the elements of Difference which are given

in sensation, and from which Quantity and Number are

abstracted, are transposed from factors into results, and the

Categories are presented as primitive conditions. The con-

ception of Space is originally founded on the vague feeling

of Outness, which again is only a projection from Self of

the primitive feeling of Difference or Separation ; and that

such a conception is purely subjective, and does not represent

an object, nor a quality of objects, may fairly be granted.

Yet we may admit the ideality of Space, as we admit the

ideality of the Calculus, without denying that objects, apart

from consciousness, have positive qualities represented in
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consciousness by the elements of Difference, out of which

Space is constructed; just as we may admit that objects

jper RC may have relations which only in phenomena are

numerical, and fi-om which we form the Calculus.

Kant, it is notorious,^dmits the objective validity of Space

and Time, though they are only subjective Forms. He
admits their empirical reality. But he denies that they have

any applicaticm whatever to things per se. Here he oversteps

his ovra boundaries. Having affirmed that things jier se are

wholly bej'ond the reach of knowledge, he bringslliem within

that reach directly he affirms what they have not. We
cannot know that Space and Time do not belong to noumena,

if we do not know noumena at all. Noumena may agree

with jihenomena in this and many other points. Indeed,

before we accepted any negative respecting them, we should

need stringent proof. What proof does Kant propose ?

Simply that because Space and Time are true of i^henomena

they must be false of noumena. Non constat. Why not true

of both ? Phenomena are the noumena as represented in

consciousness ; why assume that in and out of consciousness

there is more than a formal difference ? or how prove it ?

: Here we once more return to his old position that Space

I

and Time being ready-made Forms, solely belonging to the

Mind, they cannot belong to what is not Mind. It is the

iteration of his fuiulamental hypothesis of a priori Forms

;

a hypothesis accciited by his countrymen without demur,

a hypothesis which has everything against it. The very

II

process by whichjie pretends to discover the ibxmsJaXiieer

I
impossibility. To lay bare what is a priori in our empirical

intuitions, we are told to eliminate every element that is not

empirical, everything belonging to sensation ; but this we

cannot do

—

it is asking us to leap over our own shadow . To

iclimmate the elements furnished by sensation, we must first

know what are the elements not furnished by sensation.

We must thus know the a priori elements before we can

isolate them. The only criterion vouchsafed is that im-

practicable criterion of necessity and universality ; as if a
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sensation were not as necessary as an axiom, provided the

conditions of the sensation be preserved !

I affirm that the attempt to discriminate the objective

from the subjective, the a posteriori from, the a priori elements

in consciousness, is utterly chimerical. I here use the term

objective as signifying what is given in sensation, which is

one of the Kantian meanings, and corresponds with the

a posteriori element. The distinction between these two

elements is considered the great achievement of the Critical

Philosophy. The doctrine of the relativity of Knowledge^

never wholly absent trom speculation since the days of Pro-

tagoras, assumed in Kant's hands a precision and influence

which gave an immense impetus to Speculation . Never-

theless, there was an initial misconception in his attempt to

isolate the elements of an indissoluble act. It was one thing

to assume that there are necessarily two co-efficients in the

function; another thing to assuine that these could be isolated

and studied apart. It was one thing to say, Here is an

organism with its inherited structure, and aptitudes depen-

dent on that structure, which must be considered as neces-

sarily determining the forms in which it will be affected by

•external agencies, so that all experience will be a compound
of subjective and objective conditions ; another thing to say.

Here is the pure a priori element in every exjierience, the

form which the mind impresses on the matter given ex-

ternally. The lirst was an almost inevitable conclusion ; the

second was a fiction. Psychology, if it can show us anything,

can show the absolute impossibility of our discriminating the

objective from the subjective elements. In the first place,

the attempt woidd only be possible on the ground that we
could, at any time and in any way, disengage Thought

from its content : separate in Feeling the object as it is out

of all relation to Sensibility, or the subject as pure subject.

If we could do this in one instance, we should have a basis

for the investigation. The chemist who has learned to detect

the existence of an acid by its reactions in one case, can by

its reactions detect it in other cases. Having experience
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of an acid and an alkali, each apart fruin the other, he can

separate them when finding them combined in a salt, or

he can combine them when he finds them separate. His

analysis and synthesis are jjossible, because he has elsewhere

learned the nature of each element sejiarately. But such

analysis or synthesis is impossible with the objective and

subjective elements of thought. Neither element is ever

given alone. Pin-e thought and pure matter are unknown
quantities, to be reached bj' no equation. The thought is

necessarily ajid universall}- subject-object; matter is neces-

sarily, and to us universally, object-subject. Thought is only

called into existence under appropriate conditions ; and in

the objective stimulus, the object and subject are merged, as

acid and base are merged in the salt.* When I say that

the sensation of light is a compound of objective vibi-ations

and retinal susceptibility, I use language which is intel-

ligible and serviceable for my purpose ; but I must not

imagine that the external object named vibration is the Di7ig

an sich, the pure object out of all relation to sensibility ; nor

that the retinal susceptibility is pure subject, involving no

vibration. Kant himself would assure me that the vibra-

tions were as subjective as the susceptibility. Indeed, seeing

that he denied altogether the possibility of a knowledge of
[

pure object, the Diny an sich, it was a violent strain of

logic to conclude that in thought he could separate this

unknowable object from the subject knowing it. And if
|

we keep within the circle of phenomena, and seek~only

the a priori and a posteriori elements of Experience, merely

saying this element is, and this is not, furnished by Ex-

perience, we commit the same oversight—we pretend to

separate that which is never given to us separable. Indeed,

one needs but a little attention to the facts of Psychology to

see that the exact reverse of Kant's position must be taken :

the d priori principles said by him to precede Experience

* ' DiT menschliche Geist i.-t als getrcnnler Geist nicht dcr gcittliche und lebt

von der Erregung, die or empfangt, uin das Enipfangene selbstthiitig in eeinEigen-
_

thum zu verwandtln.'—TBEXDELENBraa : Logische Unlers. i. 135.
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are recognised as experiences organised. Whatever truly is

a priori (in Kant's sense) cannot be known a posteriori. Yet

we need but a glance at Kant's writings to perceive that liis

a priori principles are all discovered and proved d posteriori.

What would his principle of Causality be, were there no

a posteriori experience of Change ? Whence Quantity, were

there no objects quantified '? Is not the very Ego an empirical

representation according to him ?

Let me now recapitulate the coui'se of our argument, which

has presented under various aspects the fundamental errors

of Kant's system. Only these fundamental errors have been

noticed, partly because with these the system falls, and partly

because it is precisely these that German critics neglect.

We have seen that the criterion Vincessantly invoked is no

critei'ion at all. The necessity and universality of a judgment

cttnnot establish its d priori character, its_ jndependonce of

Experience, if we miderstand by Experience more than

simple sensation, and more than the individual experience

of any one man—if we understand by it all that has been

evolved and organised in the race, and registered in science.

Our grounds for denying Kant's position were that all

identical propositions are necessarily and universally true,

whether these be axioms, or sensible experiences of in-

dubitably a posteriori character ; on the other hand, no propo-

sitions are true imless identical. Further, that since on Kant's

showing these a priori pi'inciples have no application except

in Experience, are not true except in regard to phenomena-,

their existence anterior to, and independent of. Experience

(otherwise than as the already organised Experience of the

race) is imtenable. And it is because Kant perverts the

meaning of d priori from ex causis to ante experientiam, and

overlooks the fact that the organised experience enables us

to foresee, ex causis, Avhat individual experience has not yet

seen, that his argument wears its plaiisible aspect when he

says we have within us judgments which we could never

have experienced. His leading mistake is the adoptiojgLfif
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thescholastic distinction between Matter and Torm, as if

these logical separables were real separables, independent

existences, one added to the other. And his escape from the

obvious absurdity of this notion was in the adoption of the

other scholastic distinction of potential and actual existence.

We then considered his hypothesis of Mental Forms, and

perceived this dilemma : either the Forms of Space and Time,

and the Categories, are ready-made, actual forms, existing

prior to all Experience ; or they are simply possible forms,

existing ideally in the conditions out of which Experience

will evolve them. In the first case they are a priori—but

then they are the same as Innate Ideas, which he repudiated.

In the second case they are a posteriori—haing fund ions of

the conditions and experience. The first of the alternatives

is conti-adictory and absurd ; the second is contradictory of

his system, but is rational.

We then examined his doctrine of Space and Time as jiurely

subjective Forms, having no equivalent objective relations,

and saw reason to conclude that in all points it was defective.

It neither established Space and Time as a priori principles,

nor even as forms of Sensibility. Nor did it prove the

essential point, that Space and Time were not abstractions

from the concrete experiences of objects.

It was then shown that Kant's attempt to isolate the

objective from the subjective elements was chimerical, and

that he himself always drew his a priori principles from

tt posteriori materials ; like every one else, he drew his con-

ceptions of causes from his experience of effects. Having

drawn these out, he transformed his posterius into aprius, and

l)laced the cart before the horse.

I cannot refrain from citing here a characteristic example

of this fallacy, which plays so great a part in Metaphysics.

The question of man's erect position has in all times occupied

biologists, and often interested i^hilosophers. It has been

debated whether man owes this position to his reason, or his

reason to this erect position. An Italian anatomist of the

last century, Moscati, wrote a treatise to prove the former
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thesis, showing how for a mere animal the erect position was

a disa.dvantage. Kant reviewed this work witli great appro-

bation, and argued that because man was destined for society,

and his reason taught him that for society the erect position

was the most suitable, hence he overcame the animal tendency,

and walked erect

!

Want of space forbids my toiTching on other points in

Kant's system, although his position with respect to Idealism,

and the contradictions involved in his conception of Freedom

as Si Ding an sich, might profitably engage us at some length.

Were there not disputes on all points connected with his

system, one might marvel at the wide divergence of opinion

respecting his Idealism. I have myself no doubt that Kant

was sincere in his repudiation of Idealism.* Indeed, what

meaning could there have been in repeated declarations that

things per se were unknowable, unless he believed in things

existing per se ? What significance has his apparatus of

cognition, unless it fashion for us appearances of things that

are otherwise than as they appear'} In summing up the

' Transcendental JiJsthetic,' he remarks that the ' things we

intuite are not in themselves the same as our representations

of them, nor are their relations in themselves what they

appear to us.' It is perfectly true that the emphasis he throws

on the subjective element, and the way in which the mind

creates its objects, has by many been interpreted into evidence

of his Idealism. But here it is forgotten that he never over-

looks the distinction between the phenomena which the mind

fashions, and the noumena which it only postulates.

The most unsatisfactory part of Kuno Fischer's otherwise

careful and penetrating exposition of Kant, seems to me his

persistent effort to make out Kant's Idealism. Whether the

Critical Philosophy must espouse Idealism or confess itself

ovei-thrown is one thing, whether Kant himself saw this is

another. Fischer, having convinced himself that Idealism is

the logical outcome of the system, is convinced that Kant

* See Anhang to tlic I'rdcgomcna, iii. 303.
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could hold no other doctrine. ' All objects of possible ex-

perience are phenomena. All phenomena are nothing hut

representations within us; they cannot he things pc sc, any

more than things per tie can be jihenomcna. This is the

strictly idealistic teaching of the critical philosophy.'* The

answer is simple. All o?>/cc/s are phenomena; but the con-

ditions of possible experience involve an existence known, as

well as an existence knowing; the existence known is a

phenomenon, and this phenomenon is only the known aspect

of the nounionon which is unknown. But we must not pause

to vindicate Kant's consistency ; the more so as Mr. Mahaffy

has ably done so, and satisfactorily set aside Schopenhauer's

pretended discovery of a suppression of the Idealistic teach-

ing contained in the first edition of the Critique. Rightly,

or wrongly, Kant did maintain the existence of a world

beyond the world of phenomena. The Ding an sich, the

objective noumenon, could not, he affirmed, be known by us,

because it necessarily became a phenomenon in becoming

known. But it nevertheless existed, and its existence was a

necessary postulate. We only know that it is, not ivhat it

is.f The Idealist might, perhaps, justifiably retoit upon

him, that this Noumenon was only a swppressed category—

a

postulate of the Understanding, and, as such, no less subjec-

tive than Time and Si>ace, or Cause and Effect. Again,

when Kant attempts to discriminate between Phenomenon

and Phantasm (Erscheinung and Schein), in that the Phe-

nomenon has an objective cause, the Idealist might retort,

But you have sho^vn that Causality itself is only a subjective

category.

* KrNii Fischkb: Commenlan/. p. 172.

t Mr. M.vssFi. makes the following objection. 'When Kact declares that the

objects of our intuition are nut in themselves as they appear to us, he falls into the

opposite extreme to that which he is combating ; the Critic becomes a Dogmatist

in negation. To warrant tliis conclusion we must previously have compared things

as they .ire with things as they seem ; a comparison which is, ex hyjmthesi, impos-

sible. AVc can only say that we have no means of determining whether they agree

or not.'

—

Protegom' na Lnr/ica, p. 82. But Kant is justified, if once the position be

allowed that we nrccssnrily mingle the conditions of our Sensibility with the ex-

ternal stimnlus; to the extent in which the subject is a factor, to that extent must

it be a modifier.
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I must close here this necessarily imperfect account of the

greatest ofmodern metaphysicians, and, in closing it, I cannot

better express my sense of his greatness than by advising

the student to undertake a careful and meditative reading and

re-reading of the Eritik, the Proleijomena, and the Anfang.i-

griinde der Natiirwissenschaft; not as sources of available

knowledge, but as examples of metaphysical power. I have be-

fore likened the Critical Philosophy to the French ^Revolution,

both destroying much that will probably never be restored,

but neither founding a solid reajjt. Feudal institutions have

disappeared ; the ardent belief in a Eepublic as the political

panacea has survived, in spite of bitter experience and suc-

cessive failure. In like manner. Scholastic traditions have

disapi^eared ; Philosophy is no longer living upon 'demon-

strations of the existence of God,' and such like achievements;

but the ardent belief in the Metaphysical Method as a means

of explaining the Universe has survived, in spite of incessant

failure. The republicans of to-day admit that the Gironde was

incompetent and the Convention a mistake; but their faith in

the Republic is unquenchable by failure. The metaphysicians

admit that Kant's system was incomplete, Fichte's a failure,

and that Hegel's is a ruin ; but their faith in German

Philosophy is unquenchable, and in this they are all followers

of Kant. Now although, as I conceive, Kant was mistaken

in Method and fallacious in results, this was the fault of

Metaphysics, not the weakness of the metaphysician ; seeing,

therefore, that metaphysical problems must be mooted, if only

in order that we should learn their insolubility, his writings

command attention by their powerful argument, and their

stimulatinc: dialectics.
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TENTH EPOCH.

Philosophy once more asserts a claim to absolute

Knoicledge.

CHAPTER I.

FICHTE.

§ I. Life of Fichte.

JOHANN GOTTLIEB FICHTE was born at Rammeiuui,

a village lying between Biscliofswerda and Pulsnitz, in

Upper Lusatia, on May 19, 17G2.* His childhood, of which

many touching anecdotes are related, was signalised by ex-

traordinary intellectual capacity and great moral energy.

He was a precocious child, and long before he was old enough

to be sent to school he learned many things from his father,

who taught him to read, and taught him the pious songs and

proverbs which foraied his own simple stock. With these

was mixed an enchanting element—the stories of his early

wanderings in Saxony and Franconia, stories to which young

Johann listened with never-tiring eagerness. It was probably

the vague longings whicli these recitals inspii'ed, that made

him wander into the fields, quitting his companions to roam

away and enjoy the luxury of solitude. This pale and

meditative child is at his ease in solitude. He stands for

hours, gazing into the far distance, or in mournful yearning

at the silent skj' over-arching him. The sun goes down and

• See the biography by Fichte'b sou

—

FU/iic's Ldcn und litcrarischcT Briefwcchscl,

•i vols. 1IU6.
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the boy returns home melancholy with the twilight. He
does this so constantly that neighbours remark it ; comment

on it; and, in after-years, when that boy has become a

renowned man, they recur to it with sudden pleasure, not

forgetting also that they had 'always said there was something

remarkable in the boy.'

Fichte's progress was so rapid that he was soon entrusted

with the office of reading family prayers ; and his father

cherished the hope of one day seeing him a clergyman.

Fichte had become a Candidatiis Theologice, but his patron

died, and with him died all hopes of being a clergyman. His

prospects were gloomy in the extreme ; but he was relieved

from anxiety by being offered the situation of private tutor

in a family in Switzerland. He soon afterwards made ac-

quaintance with Lavater and some other literai'y men. He
also formed an attachment, which was to last him through

life, with a niece of Klopstock.

His tutorship was remarkable. The parents of his jjupils,

although neither perfectly comprehending his plans, nor

approving of that part which they did comprehend, were

nevertheless such admirers of his moral character—they stood

in such respectful awe of him—that they were induced to

submit their own conduct with respect to their children to

his judgment. We presume that all well-meaning tutors

occasionally make suggestions to parents respecting cei-tain

points in their conduct towards the children ; but Fichte's

plan is, we fancy, quite unexampled in the history of such

relations. He kept a journal, which he laid before them
every week, and in which he had noted the faults of conduct

of which they had been guilty. This lets us into the secret

of Fichte's firm and truthful character, as much as anything

we know about him. It was from such a soil that we might

expect to find growing the moral doctrines which afterwards

made his name illustrious. But this domestic censorship

could not last long ; it lasted for two years ; and that it

should have lasted so long is, as has been remarked, strong

evidence of the resjject in which his character was held. But
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it was irksome, insupportable, and ended at lengtli in mutual

dissatisfaction. He was forced to seek some other mode of

subsistence. He went to Leipzig, where he gave private

lessons in Greek and Philosophy, and became acquainted with

the writings of Kant. This was an important event to him.

Hear in what terms he speaks of it :

—

' I have been living, for the last four or five months in

Leipzig, the happiest life I can remember. I came here with

my head full of grand projects, which all burst one after

another, like so many soap-bubbles, without leaving me so

much as the froth. At first this troubled me a little, and, half

in desjiair, I took a step which I ought to have taken long

before. Since I could not alter what was without me, I

resolved to try and alter what was within. I threw myself

into Philosophy—the Kantian, videlicet—and here I found

the true antidote for all my evils, and joy enough into the

bargain. The influence which this Philosophy, particularly

the ethical part of it (which however is unintelligible without

a previous study of the Kritik der reinen Vernunft), has had

\ipon my whole system of thought, the revolution which it has

effected in my mind, is not to be described. To you especially

I owe the declaration, that I now believe, with all my heart,

in free will, and that I see that under this supposition alone

can duty, virtue, and morality have any existence. From tlie

opposite proposition, of the necessity of all human actions,

must flow the most injurious consequences to society ; and it

nvAy, in fact, be in part the source of the corrupt morals of

the higher classes which we hear so much of. Should any

one adopting it remain virtuous, we must look for the cause

of his purity elsewhere than in the innocuousness of the

doctrine. With many it is their want of logical consequence

in their actions.

' I am furthermore well convinced that this life is not the

land of enjoyment, but of labour and toil, and that every joy

is granted to us but to strengthen us for further exertion

;

that the management of our own fate is by no means required

of us, but only self-culture. I trouble myself thci'efore not
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at all concerulng the things that are without ; I endeavour

not to appear, but to he. And to this perhaps I owe the deep

tranquillity I enjoy ; external position however is well enough

suited to such a frame of mind. I am no man's master, and

no man's slave. As to prospects, I have none at all, for the

constitution of the church here does not suit me, nor, to say

the truth, that of the people either. As long as I can main-

tain my present independence I shall certainly do so. I have

been for some time working at an explanatory abridgment of

Kritik der Urtheilskraft (Critical Inquiry into the Faculty of

Judgment), but I am afraid I shall be obliged to come before

the public in a very immature state, to prevent being fore-

stalled by a hundred vamped-up publications. Should the

child ever make its appearance, I will send it to you.' *

It was in consequence of his admiration of Kant, that, after

several ineffectual attempts to settle himself, he went to

Konigsberg. Instead of a letter of introduction, Fichte pre-

sented Kant with a work, written in eight daj's, and which

bore the title oi A Critique of every possible Revelation. Kant

at once recognised his peer, and received him warmly. But

Kant himself, though celebrated, was neither rich nor

influential. Fichte's affairs were desperate. We have his

own confession in the fragments of a journal which he kept

at the time :

—

'August 28.—I yesterday began to revise my Critifpie.

In the course of my meditation some new and excellent ideas

were excogitated, which convinced me that my work was

superficial. 1 endeavoured to carry out my investigation to-

day ; but my imagination led me so far away, that I could do

nothing. I have reckoned my finances, and find that I have

just enough to subsist on for a fortnight. It is true this is

not the first time in my life that I have found myself in such

an embarrassment, but I was then in my own country; be-

sides, in growing older, one's sense of honour becomes more

delicate, and distress is more and more of a hardship. . .

* It was never priuted : probably because, as lie here anticipates, lie was foro-

i-tAllld.
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I li.ave not been able to iiiake any rcsolntion. I certainly

shall not speak on the subject to M. Borowslcj-, to whom
Kant has given me an introduction. If I speak to any one,

it shall be to Kant himself.

' Se}>t. 1.—I have made a resolution which I nuist com-

municate to Kant. A situation as tutor, however reluctantly

I might accept it, does not even offer itself; while, on the

other hand, the incertitude in which I am placed does not

allow me to work. I must return home. I can perhaps

borrow from Kant the small sum necessary for my journey.

I went to him to-day for that purpose, but my courage failed

me ; I residved to write to him.

' Sept. 2.—I finished my letter to Kant, and sent it.

' Sept. 3.—Received an invitation to dinner from Kant.

He received me with his usual cordiality ; but informed me
that it would be quite out of his power to accede to my re-

quest for another fortnight. Such amiable frankness !

' I have done nothing lately ; but I shall set myself to

work, and leave the rest to Providence.

' Sept. G.—Dined with Kant, who proposed that I should

sell the MS. of my Critique to Ilartung the bookseller. " It

is admirably written," said he, when I told him I was going

to rewrite it. Is that true ? It is Kant who says so.

'Sept. 12.—I wanted to work to-day; but could do

nothing. How will this end ? What will become of me a

week hence ? Then all my money will be gone.'

These extracts will not be read without emotion. They

paint a curious picture in the life of oiir philosoijher : a life

which was little more than a perpetual and energetic couibiit.

The Critique was i^ublished anonymously, and gained im-

mense applause
;
partly, no doubt, because it was generally

mistaken for the production of Kant himself. Tlie celebrity

acquired when the authorship was disclosed was the means

of procuring Fichte the chair of Philosophy at Jena, the

offer of which was made him towards the end of 1793.

Jena was then the leading University of Germany ; and

Fichte might flatter himself that at length he had a settled
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position, in which he might cahnly develope his scientific

views. But his was a Fighter's destiny. Even here, at

Jena, he found himself soon opposing and opposed. His

endeavours to instil a higher moral feeling into the students

— his anxiety for theia* better culture—only brought on him
the accusation of endeavouring to undermine the religious

institutions of his country ; and his speculative views brought

on Iiiui the charge of atheism.

Atheism is a grave charge, and yet how lightly made !

The history of opinion abounds in instances of this levity

;

yet scarcely ever was a charge more groundless in appearance

than that against Fichte, whose system was atheistic only

in superficial appearance. Nevertheless the cry was raised,

and he had to battle against it. It is understood that the

Government would have been willing to overlook the publi-

cation of the work which raised this cry, if Fichte had made
any sort of explanatory modification ; but he would not hear

of it, tendered his resignation, and soon afterwards found an

asylum in Prussia, where he occupied the chair at Ei-langen,

and afterwards at Berlin. From his cai'eer at Berlin we will

select one incident typical of his character.

The students assembled in crowds to hear their favourite

professor, who was to lecture that day upon duty-—on that

duty whose ideal grandeur his impassioned eloquence has

revealed to them. Fichte arrived, calm and modest. He
lectured with his usual dignified calmness, rising into fiery

bursts of eloquence, but governed by the same marvellous

rigour of logic as before. He led them to the present state

of affairs. On this topic he grew still more animated ; the

rolling of drums without frequently drowning his voice, and

giving him fresh spirit. He pointed to the bleeding wounds

of his country ; he warmed with hatred against oppressors

;

and enforced it as the duty of every one to lend his single

arm to save his country.

' This course of lectures,' he exclaimed, ' will be susiJended

till the end of the campaign. We will resume them in a free

country, or die in the attempt to recover her freedom.' Loud
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shouts respondent ring throngli the hall ; chipping of Iinncls

and stamping of feet make answer to the rolling drums with-

out ; every German heart there present is moved, as at the

sound of a trumpet. Fichte descends
;
passes through the

crowd ; and places himself in the ranks of a corps of volun-

teers then departing for the army. It is the commencement

of the memorahle camjmign of 1813,

In another year he was no more ; he fell, not by a French

bullet, but by the fever caught while tending his loved wife,

who herself had fallen a victim to her attendance on unknown

sufferers. On January- 28, 1811, ;.ged iil"ty-two, this noble

Fichte exjnred.

There are few characters which inspire more admiration
;

Tve must all admire ' that cold, colossal, adamantine spirit

standing erect and clear, like a Cato Major among the de-

generate men ; fit to have been the teaclier of the Stoa, and

to have discoursed of beanty and virtue in the groves of

Academe! So robust an intellect, a soul so calm, so lofty,

massive, and immovable has not mingled in ijhilosophical

discussion since the time of Luther. For the man rises

before us amid contradiction and debate like a granite

mountain amid clouds and winds. Ridicule of the best that

could be commanded has been already .tried against him
;

but it could not avail. What was the wit of a thousand wits

to him ? The cry of a thousand choughs assaulting that old

clifF of granite ; seen from the summit, these, as they winged

the midway air, showed scarce so gross as beetles, and their

cry was seldom even audible. Fichte's opinions may be true

or false ; but his character as a thinker can be slightly valued

only by those who know it ill ; and as a man approved by

action and suffering, in his life and in his death, he ranks

with a class of men who were common only in better ages

than ours '*
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§ 11. From Kant to Fichte.

Altliougli the logical outcome of Kant'd all-sliatteriug

Critique would have been the relinquishment of metaphysical

speculation, and the restriction of all speculation to the

sensible world of Experience, his unfortunate adherence to

the old fallacy of an«j^rioct source of Knowledge, antecedent

in time, and higher in validity to the soui'ces from which it

was evolved, kept the imaginary issues into a supraseusible

world still open, and tempted speculation again and again to

found a Philosophy somewhere in the dim Beyond. Experience

was still despised ; the Methods of Expei-ieuce were dis-

regarded. Self-introspection was held to be the only

rational procedm-e. The mystery of things was sought in

the unravelmeut of logical knots.

Reinhold began by perfecting Kant. He found in Kant a

luminous account of our perceptions, Vorstellungen, but a

very obscure account of the faculty by which these were

produced. The old metaphysical yearning for a single

Principle from which to deduce all phenomena made him
seek this Principle in a rei^resentative Faculty. This was an

easy transition to the Idealism of Sigismund Beck and

Fichte. Beck showed that Kant's pi-iuciples required a

demonstration of the link between the Object and the Sub-

ject—in other words, an answer to the old question : How
can Matter act on Mind? And he easily proved that no such

answer was forthcoming ; that, on the contrary', the only way
to meet the question was to deny its legitimacy, to declare

there was no link, nor any need of such ; the assumption of

an Object that was not itself the product cf a Subject—of

Matter that was not a phenomenon of Mind—was illusor}'.

According to Beck, the realism of Kant was a betrayal of

the critical stand-point, a relapse into the old dogmatical

mode of thought ; or, as Jacobi expresses it, ' Without the

assumption of a thing jjei- se as an object, we cannot get into

the critical system; and with this assumption, we cannot
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remain in it."* Beck conclnJed that tlie Object must be

accepted only as a product of the repi-esentative conditions.

The scepticism of Schultze and Maimon having played

havoc with the dogmatic part of the Kantian system,

Jacobi's insistance on the supremacy of Faith, and its in-

strument the Intellectual Intuition, found an eager welcome.

As Kant maintained Sense to be a faculty whereby we are

affected from the sensible side, so Jacobi maintained Reason

to be a faculty whereby we are affected from the supra-

sensible side.

Combine these various tendencies, and the genesis of

Fichte's system is apparent. My limited space forbids any

attempt to expound this genesis in detail ; the excellent

work of Kuno Fischer devotes some 200 pages to it ; and to

those pages or to Michelet's history the student is referred.

t

Of all these post-Kantian attempts one is tempted to say

with Hegel :
' Now-a-days we have come out of tlie Kantian

philosophy, and every one pretends to have got further. To

get fm-ther has nevertheless a twofold sense : it may be

further forwards or further backwards. Many of our

philosophic efforts arc, when seen in their twilight, nothing

more than the procedure of the old Mctaphysic, an uncritical

casting about (cin unkrilisches Dahindcnken), according to the

thinker's capacity.' J Only those who have wasted precious

hours in trying to extract rational suggestions from the

mass of works produced at this period, and subsequentl}',

can form any conception of the terrible significance of

Hegel's sarcasm on the ' getting further backwards ' which

is visible on all sides. I will cite but one example, and I

choose an eminent one. Bardili is perhaps the most con-

siderable of Fichte's predecessors
;

yet this is what he

naively advances as a great discovery :—Every one must

admit as an irresistible postulate that whatever is real must

* Jacoei : Wer/cc, ii. 304.

t Krso FisciiEK : Gesch. d. neuem Phil. Bd. V. Fichie und siine Voryiivgcr,

1868. MiCHELET : Geechic/ile der Ic/zfen Systeme, 1837. Bd. I.

{ Hegel: Encyklopddic, § 41, p. 87.
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first be iwssible. Nevertheless every one has the notion of

reality before that of possibility, which he subsequently seeks

to explain. But even this reality would not be known to him,

had not a sensuous stimulus preceded it. Now it is obvious

that the Possibility which is always presupposed for every

Eeality must be sought in the nature of Thought. Hence

there is something in man which is virtiially the First

—

which is last in the order of consciousness, yet precedes both

the notion, and the stimulus, in the order of Being. To call

this First, this Determining, a mere Nothing, would be to

call Eeality itself a Nothing, since Eeality itself could not

be unless Possibility preceded it. Hence the conclusion

:

Thoiujlit is the ground of all. If man knew the Possibility of

everything, he would know the gi-ound of everything ; and if

he knew the ground, he would at the same time know ever}--

thing in and under the necessity through which and under

Avhich it is tliis thincj : in other words, he would know the

thing fcr sc. Thus while the subjective process is Sense-

impulse, Eeality, Possibility, the objective process is Possi-

bility, Eealit}% Sense-impulse. What seems last is i-eally

Jlrst.*

It is needless to criticise such speculation. Enough is

done if attention be called to it, and to its naive presentation

of the ' potential fallacy ' which incessantly reappears in

German Philosophy.

Kant's exi^osition of the ideality of Space and Time, and

the unknowable nature of the Ding an sick, easily led to a

complete denial of any external reality which was not a

mere externalisation of Consciousness. If Space and Time

are only representations, then, as Jacobi remarked, the objects

in Space and Time are only representations. Our external

intuitions refer to objects in Space ; but Space is within us,

* Bardili's vnd Eeinhold's Br'ufwcchsel iiber das JVcsen der Fhilosophie.

Miinchen, ISO-i, pp. 24-6. Michelet, though giving a good analysis of Bakdili's

Logik, doe.s not seem to know this later work, the chief interest of whicli perhaps

arises from the generous ardour which animates the truth-loring REiNmai), making

him declare himself the disciple of his younger rival. Philosophers are rarely thus

disposed to forsake their own systems to embrace the system of a contemporary.
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and what is in Space cannot therefore be without ns. The

jiermanent object of external intuition is Matter ; but Kant

declares Matter to be only an Appearance— ' the moveable in

Space.' In a word, the objects sni^posed by Common Sense

to be out of us are shown by Kant to be constructed out of

sensible moditications and the forms of Pure Reason. It is

we who create the world. This was what Jacobi read in

Kant. Maimon also pointed in the same direction ; and

Fichte's * boundless admiration ' for Maimon is known.

We can therefore understand how Fichte ^lersisted in

declaring that his system was identical with Kant's, though

reached by a different route, and ex^jressed by another form.

It was his interpretation of Kant. But since Kant himself

decisively repudiated this interpretation,* and may at least

be credited with having the best right to afBrm what was,

and what was not, his meaning, we shall do well to abide

by his decision, even should we think that Fichte's interpre-

tation is the more consistent with the Kantian principles. I

have already expressed the opinion that Kant was not an

Idealist. If he is to be reproached with his postulate of the

Dinr/ an sick, an equivalent reproach may be urged against

Fichte's postulate of the Appulse {Anstoss), of which we shall

bear presently. Kuno Fischer, who strives his utmost to

establish Kant's Idealism, endeavours to prove that Fichte's

' intellectual intuition ' is no more than Kant's ' pure apper-

ception ;'t and so great is the obscurity of the Kritik, that

one finds it difficult to say what precisely was Kant's mean-

ing. But I cannot agree that Kant held ' the pure Ego as

the condition of all Consciousness, the condition of the sum
total of Experience, consequently the Ego is the source from

which the universe is to be deduced.' In this argument

Fischer, following Jacobi, Fichte, Hegel, and others, seems

to me to misrepresent Kant's position by the unobserved

* A repudiation which elicited from FiriiTE the sarcasm (in a letter to Reinhoi.d)

that Kaxt was a Drcieierle/skopf—' the three-fourths of a philosopher ; ' and th:it

the ' holy spirit in Kant ' spoke more tiuly in the Krililc than Kant's individual

person had thought. f Oji. cil. v. 478.
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substitution of a condition for the condition. That the Ego

is one of the conditions of Consciousness, and the one which

impresses on it its peculiar form, giving unity to the manifold

of Sense, no Realist ever doubted ; that it is the sole con-

dition, onlj' the Idealists affirm. Beside the condition, the

Ego, Kant assumed another condition, the Non-Ego ; beside

the Ich there was the Diiig an sick. Nor is this position

rendered doubtful by the suggestion Kant throws out in the

first edition, that the Thing jjer se underlying all phenomena

may be one and the same thinking substance with the Ego

— it is a possibility not to be denied simply ' because we

hioiv nothing of the Thing per se, and cannot, therefore, say

wherein the Ego is different from it '—and even if the identity

be affirmed, it is only an affirmation of Monism, not of

Idealism.

It is time, however, to address ourselves to Fichte's own

views. These are expounded in an abstract and repulsive

style in his Theory of Science, and in a rhetorical popular

style in his Destination of Man. I shall borrow from both,

without, however, verbally following either.

By way of preliminary, let us observe the use, and the

equivocal use, made of the term setzen by Fichte and most

of his successors. In English it is commonly translated ' to

posit,' which has an uncouth look ;
' to pose ' would, however,

be misleading, because that term has already its aiiijlicatlon,

signifying ' to adopt an attitude ;' otherwise, ' to pose ' would

harmonise with all the other terms, 'suppose,' 'propose,'

' ojipose.' Batz is a projiosition ; setzen is to pose (or posit)
;

Vorausetzung is a supposition. When we make a propo-

sition, we affirm a predicate of a subject ; but when a German
jjosiYs one idea besides another, he is apt to conclude that

this Setzen is an action which has for its result an objective

effect—it is a Thathandlung, and the affirmation thereby

becomes a reality. Hegel regards this equivocalness of the

German language as a proof of its philosophic insight.
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§ III. Fichte's System.

We arc supposed to perceive external objects through the

ideas which these objects excite in us. But this assumption

is not waiTanted bj' the facts of conscionsuoss. What is the

fundamental fact ? It is that I have in my mind a certain

idea. This, and this only, is primarily given. Wlien we

leave this fact in quest of an explanation, we are forced to

admit either that this idea is spontaneously evolved hi/ me
;

or else some not-me—something different from myself has

excited it in vie.

Kant postulated the existence of a Non-Ego, but declared

that we know nothing of it. In tliis he followed Locke and

the majority of philosophers.

Truly, said Fichte, we know nothing of it ; we can only

know that which passes within ourselves. Only so much as

we are conscious of, can we know ; but in consciousness there

is no object given, there is only an idea given. Are we forced

hy the very laws of our reason to suppose that there is Non-

Ego existing?—are we forced to assume that these ideas are

images of something out of us and independent of us ? To

what does this dilemma bring us ? Simply to this : that the

very assumption, here called a necessary consequence of our

mental constitution—this Non-Ego, which must be postu-

lated, is, after all, nothing but a postulate of our reason ; is

therefore a product of the Ego. It is the Ego which thus

creates the necessity for a Non-Ego; it is the Ego which thus,

answering to the necessity, creates the Non-Ego wanted. Ideas,

and nothing but ideas, are given in the primary fact of con-

sciousness. These are the jiroducts of the activity of the Ego

;

and not, as is so commonly asserted, the i^roduets of the

2iassivity of the Ego. The soul is no passive mirror reflecting

images. It is an active principle creating them. The soul

is no lifeless receptivity. Were it not brimming over with

life and activitj', perception would be impossible. One stone

does not perceive another. A mould docs not perceive the

liquid that is jjourcd into it.
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Consciousness is in its very essence an activit}'. Well, then,

if in its activity it produces images, and if by the laws of its

nature it is forced to assume that these images have some

substratum, what is this assumption but another form of the

soul's activity ? If the Ego is conscious of its changes, and

yet is forced to attribute these changes to some external

cause, what is this very act of assuming an external cause

but the pure act of the Ego?—another change in the con-

sciousness?

You admit that we cannot know Substance ; all our know-

ledge is limited to accidents—to phenomena. But, you sa}',

you are forced to assume a Substance as the basis of these

accidents—a noumenon as that whereby phenomena are

possible ; and yet you cannot know this noumenon. Fichte

answers : If you cannot know it, your assu7uption, as the

mere product of your reason, is nothing more nor less than

another form of the activity of the Ego. It is you who as-

sume ; and you assume what you call Substance. Substance

is nothing but the synthesis of accidents. And it is a mental

synthesis.

Thus Fichte founded Idealism upon the basis of conscious-

ness, which was the admitted basis of all certitude ; and he

not only founded Idealism, but reduced the Ego to an activity,

and all knowledge to an act.

The activity of the Ego is of course an assumption, but it

is the only assumption necessary for the construction of a

science. That once admitted, the existence of the Non-Ego,

as a product of the Ego, follows as a necessary consequence.

Every one will admit that A= A ; or that A is A. This is

an axiom which is known intuitively, and has no need of

proof. It is the proposition of identity {Sats der Identitat).

It is absolutely true. In admitting this to be absolutely

true, we ascribe to the mind a faculty of knowing absolute

truth.

But in saying A equals A, we do not affirm the existence of

A ; we only affirm that if A exist, then it must equal A.

And the axiom teaches us not that A exists, but there is a
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necessary relation between a certain (/' and then ; and this

necessary relation we will call x. But this relation, this x,

is only in the Ego, comes only fi-om the Ego. It is the Ego

that judges in the preceding axiom that A= A; and it

judges my means of x.

To reduce this to language a little less repulsive, we may
say that, in every judgment which the mind makes, the act

of judging is an act of the Ego.

But as the x is whollj- in the Ego, so therefore is A in the

Ego, and is posited by the Ego. And by this we see that

there is something in the Ego which is for ever one and the

same, and that is the x. Hence the formula, ' I am I : Ego
= Ego.'

We come here in the Coyilo, ergo sum, of Descartes, as

the basis of all certitude. The Ego posits itself, and is by

means of this very self-positing. When I say ' I am,' I

affirm, in consciousness, my existence ; and this affirmation

of my conscitiusness is the condition of my existence. The

Ego is therefore at one and the same time both the activity

and the product of activity
;
precisely as thought is both the

thinking, activity, and the product thought.

' According to Idealism,' he says ' Intelligence is a Doing

(Thathandlung), and absolutely nothing, else ; it is even in-

correct to speak of it as an Active, for such a term points to

something existing in which the activity inheres.' Here

he expresses obscurelj' the truth that Intelligence is a

Function.

There are three fundamental positions, one alisolutely

unconditioned, the two others relatively so. Their logical

relations are Thesis, Antithesis, and Synthesis. (The famous

trichotomy of Hegel's Method has its origin here). Wo
have expounded the Thesis, the proposition of identity ; let us

now pass to the Antithesis, the proposition of contradiction.

The position A= A has its counter-position in Non-A is

not= A. The certainty of this is not less than the certainty

of its predecessor. But it is so far conditioned, that, if A did

not exist, there could exist no Non-A. In knowing A, we
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necessarily know its opposite. Hence the Ego not only

posits itself, but, in so doing, contra-posits a Non-Ego.

Here we have the ground of the fundamental truth ' No
object without a subject, no subject without an object.' ' The

Intelligence,' he says, ' sees itself, and this seeing of itself is

directly connected with all that belongs to Intelligence ; and

in this union of Being and Seeing consists the nature of Intelli-

gence. Whatever is in the Intelligence, whatever it is itself,

it is for itself, and only thi;s is it Intelligence. I think this

or that object. Now what does this mean, and how do I

appear to myseK in this thought '? I produce certain con-

ditions within myself, if the object is a mere invention ; but

if the objects are real, and exist without my invention, I

simply contemplate as a spectator the production of these

conditions within me. They ai'e vnthin me only so far as I

contemplate them ; my contemplation and their Being ai-e in-

separably united. A thing is this or that ; but/or irjinin is it ?

No one who comprehends the question will reply: For itself.

He must add an Intelligence /or which the thing is to be.'

Without an Ego there is no Non-Ego, no Object, no

World. A world per se, a world of Binge an sich, is un-

thinkable ; but a World as Object, as Eepresentation, as Non-

Ego, is demonstrable. Without Sensibility there would be no

sensibles ; without Thought there would be no intelligibles.

The third position, Synthesis, unites both Thesis and

Antithesis, and resolves the contradiction in a higher

identity. Hence it is called the Satz des Grnndes—the

' principle of Eeason.' The Ego contra-posits the Non-Ego

;

but the Non-Ego svipposes the Ego. The Ego thus posits

itself as a contradiction, or, what is equivalent, posits itself

as the unity of contra-positions. But the union of contra-

positions in one subject is contradictory. The Ego is there-

fore posited as a Contradiction. It is this Contradiction in

virtue of its nature. (Here we see Hegel's standing-point.)

But every contradiction demands a solution. Thus in the

Ego there is needed a Doing (Thathandhmg), which solves

the two preceding Doings; and this is the Synthesis.

VOL. II. o
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The great point Fiebtc lias endeavom-ecl to establish is

the identity of being and thought—of existence and con-

sciousness—of object and subject. And he establishes this

by means of the Ego considered as essentially an activity.

Hence the conclusion drawn in the j^ractical part of his

philosophy, that the true destination of man is not thought,

but action, which is thought realized. ' I am free,' he says.

That is the revelation of consciousness. ' I am free ; and it

is not merely my action, but the free determination of my
will to obey the voice of conscience, that decides all my
worth. More brightly does the everlasting world now rise

before me ; and the fundamental laws of its order are more

clearlj' revealed to my mental sight. My will alone, lying

hid in the obscure depths of my soul, is the first link in a

chain of consequences stretching through the invisible realms

of spirit, as in this teiTcstrial world the action itself, a certain

movement communicated to matter, is the first link in a

material chain of cause and effect, encircling the whole

system. The will is the efficient cause, the living principle

of the world of spirit, as motion is of the world of sense. I

stand between two worlds, the one visible, in which the act

alone avails, and the intention matters not at all ; the other

invisible and incomprehensible, acted on only by the will.

In both these worlds I am an eflective force. The Divine

life, as alone the finite mind can conceive it, is self-forming,

self-representing will, clothed, to the mortal eye, with multi-

tudinous sensuous forms, flowing through me and through

the whole immeasurable universe—here sti-eaming through

my veins and muscles, there pouring its abundance into

the tree, the flower, the grass. The dead, heavy mass of

inert' matter, which did but fill up nature, has disappeared,

and, in its stead, there rushes by the bright, everlasting flood

of life and jiower, from its Infinite Source.

' The Eternal Will is the Creator of the world, as he is the

Creator of the finite reason. Those who will insist that the

world must have been created out of a mass of inert matter,

which must always remain inert and lifeless, like a vessel
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made by human hands, know neither the world nor Him.
The Infinite Eeason alone exists in himself—the finite in

him ; in our minds alone has he created a world, or at least

that by and through which it becomes unfolded to us. In

his light we behold the light, and all that it reveals. Great,

living Will ! whom no words can name, and no conception

embrace ! well may I lift up my thoughts to thee, for I can

think only in thee ! In thee, the Incomprehensible, does my
own existence, and that of the world, become comprehensible

to me ; all the problems of being are solved, and the most

perfect harmony reigns ! I veil my face before thee, and lay

my finger on my lips !

'

The ground-principles of Ficlite's idealism having been

given, we have now to see how he avoids the natural objec-

tions which rise against such a doctrine. But first let i\s

notice how this deification of personality was at once the

most natural product of such a mind as Ficlite's, and the

best adapted to the spirit of the age which produced it. His

doctrine was an inspiration of that ardent and exalted spirit

which stirred the heart of Germany, and made the campaign

of 1813 an epoch in history. Germany then was deficient in

energetic will. It had armies, and these armies were headed

by experienced generals. But among them there was scarcely

another, beyond the impetuous Bliieher, who had steadfast

will. They were beaten and beaten. At length they were

roused. A series of insults had roused them. They rose to

fight for fatherland, and in their ranks was Fichte, who by

deed as well as doctrine sought to convince them that in

Will lay man's divinity.

The question being, What is the relaiion of Object and

Subject ? and Fichte's solution being Object and Subject are

identical, it followed from his position that inasmuch as an

Object and a Subject—a Non-Ego and an Ego—were given

in knowledge, and the distinction between them by all men

supijosed to be real, the origin of this distinction must arise

in one of two ways : either the Ego must posit the Non-Ego,

wilfully and consciously (in which case mankind would never
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suppose the distinction to be a real distinctiou) ; or else the

Ego must cause the Non-Ego to be, and must do so necessarily

and unconsciously.

How does Fichte solve the problem 'P He assumes that

the existence of the verj' Ego itself is ddcnnlncd by the Non-

Ego ; and in this way : To be, and to be conscious, are tlie

same. The existence of the Ego depends uiwn its conscious-

ness. But to be conscious of Self is at tlie same time to be

conscious of Not-Self; the correlates Self and Not-Self are

given in the same act of consciousness. But how is it that

we attribute reality to Not-Self? Just as we attribute reality

to Self, namely, by on act of Consciousness. Not-Self is given

in Consciousness as a reality, and therefore we cannot sujipose

it to be a phantom.

We may panse here to remark how all the witticisms

against Idealism fall to the ground. The wits assume that

when it is said the World is produced by the Ego, this

World must be held as a phantom. Now nobody ever believed

that exteinal objects had no reality ; the only possible

doubt is as to whether they have any reality independent of

mind.

In consciousness we have a twofold fact, namelj', the fact

of Self, and the fact of Not-Self, indissolubly given in one.

We conclude therefore that Consciousness—that the Ego

—

is jiartly self-determined, and partly determined by not-self.

Let us suppose the entire reality of the Ego (that is, in its

identity of Subject and Object) represented by the number

ten. The Ego, conscious of five of its parts—or, to speak

with Fichte, positing five—does by that very act posit five

parts negatively in itself. But how is it that the Ego can

posit a negation in itself? It does so by the very act of

Consciousness ; in the act of separating five from ten, the

five remaining are left passive. The negation is therefore

the passivity of the Ego. This seems to lead to the con-

tradiction that the Ego, which was defined as an Activity, is

at the same time active and passive. The solution of this

diflBculty is that it is Activity which determines Passivity,
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and I'ociprocall}-. Let us suppose tlie absolute reality as a

Sphere ; this is entirely in the Ego, and has a certain quan-

tity. Every quantity less than this totality will, of necessity,

be negation, passivity. In order that a less quantity should

be compared with the totality and so opposed to it, it is

necessary there should be some relation between them ; and

this is in the idea of divisibility. In the absolute totality, as

such, there are no parts ; but this totality may be compared

with parts and distinguished from it. Passivity is therefore

a determinate quantity of Activity, a quantity compared

with the totality. In regard to the Ego as absolute, the

Ego as limited is passive ; in the relation of Ego as limited

to the Non-Ego, the Ego is active and the Non-Ego passive.

And thus are activit}- and passivity reciprocally determined.

The result of this and much more reasoning, is the hypo-

thesis that when mankind attribute to objects a real existence

they are correct ; but they are incorrect in supposing that

the Object is independent of the Subject ; it is identical with

the Subject. The common-sense belief is therefore correct

enough. It is when we would rise above this belief, and

endeavour to philosophize, that we faU into error. All the

philosophers have erred, not in assuming the reality of objects

but in assuming the reality of tivo distinct, disparate exist-

ences, Matter and Mind ; whereas we have seen that there is

only one existence, having the twofold aspect of Object and

Subject.

Nor is the distinction unimportant. If Dualism be accepted,

we have no refuge from Scepticism. If we are to believe

that Dinge an sich exist—that Matter exists independently of

Mind, exists per se—then, says Philosophy, are we doomed to

admit only a possible knowledge of phenomena. The things

in themselves we can never know ; we can only know their

effects upon us. Our knowledge is relative, and never can

embrace the absolute trxith.

But if Idealism be accepted, the ordinary belief of men is

not onlj' respected, but confirmed ; for this belief is, that we

do know things in themselves, and that the things we know
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do exist. The Dualist forces you to admit that you cannot

know things in theuiseh'es ; and that your belief iu their

existence is merely the postulate of your Reason aud is not

immediately given in the facts of Consciousness. The Idealist,

on the contrary, gives you an immediate knowledge of things

in themselves, consequently opens to you the domain of

absolute Truth. He only diflers from you in saying that

these things, which you immediately know, are part and

parcel of youi-self ; and it is because you and they are iudis-

solubly united, that immediate knowledge is possible.

' But,' says Realism, ' I know that objects are altogether

independent of me. I did not create them. I found tliem

there out of me. The proof of this is that if, after looking

at a tree, I turn away, or shut my eyes, the image of the ti'ce

is annihilated, but the tree itself remains.'

' No,' answers Idealism, ' the tree itself does not remain :

for the tree is but a ijhenomenon, or collection of pheno-

mena; the tree is a Perception, and all perceptions are

subjective. You suppose that every one must admit that our

pcrc('iitions are different from their olijects. But are they

different ? That is precisely the question at issue ; and you

assume it. Let us be cautious. What is an object — a tree,

for instance? Tell me, what does your Consciousness inform

you of? Let me hear the fact, the whole fact, and no inference

from the fact. Is not the object (tree) one and the same as

your perception (tree)? Is not the tree a mere name for your

perception ? Does not your CVmsciousness distinctly tell you

that the Form, Colour, Solidity, and Smell of the Tree are in

you—are affections of your Subject?'

* I admit that,' replies Realism ;
' but altliough these are

in me, they are caused by something out of me. Consciousness

tells me that very plainly.'

' Does it 80 ? I tell you that Consciousness has no such

power. It can tell you of its own changes ; it cannot tran-

scend itself to tell you anything about that which causes its

changes.'

' But I am irresistibly compelled to believe,' says Realism,
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' that there are things which exist out of me ; and this belief,

because irresistible, is true.'

' Stop! you run on too fast,' replies Idealism ;
' your belief

is not what you describe it. You are not irresistibly com-

pelled to believe that things exist, which said things lie

underneath all their appearances, and must ever remain

unknown. This is no instinctive belief; it is a philosophic

inference. Your belief simply is, that certain things,

coloured, odorous, extended, sapid, and solid, exist ; and so

they do. But you infer that they exist out of you ? Rash
inference. Have you not admitted that colour, odour, taste,

extension, etc., are but modifications of your sentient being

;

and if they exist in you, how can they exist out of you?

They do not : they seem to do so by a law of the miiid which

gives objectivity to our sensations.'

' Try your utmost to conceive an object as anything more

than a synthesis of ^perceptions. You cannot. You may
infer, indeed, that a substratavi for all phenomena exists,

although unknown, unknowable. But on what is your

inference grounded ? On the impossibility of conceiving the

existence of qualities—extension, colour, etc.—apart from

some substance of which they are qualities. This impossi-

bility is a figment. The qualities have no need of an objec-

tive substratum, because they have a subjective substratum :

they are the modifications of a sensitive subject ; and the

synthesis of these modifications is the only substratum of

which they stand in need. This may be proved in another

way. The qualities of objects, it is universally admitted,

are but modifications of the subject : these qualities are

attributed to external objects ; they are dependent upon the

subject for their existence ; and yet, to account for their

existence, it is asserted that some unknown external substance

must exist as a substance in which they must inhere. Now
it is apparent that inasmuch as these qualities are subjec-

tive and dependent upon the subject for their existence,

there can be no necessit}' for an object in which they must

inhere.'
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Ficlite answers the argumeut of Realism, that there must

be some ground or reason for every sensation, and this

ground is what we call Object, by asking :
' But how do you

know, or how can you prove 'to me, that a gi-ound is neces-

sary? "Why not rest contented with the fact that something

is, instead of presupposing that it must have become through

some foreign source ? You have been wont to think a ground

to everything, but forget that the ground itself is your

thinking.'

We may here call attention to the obscure and defective

exposition which Fichte gives of the Non-Ego, and which,

Hegel truly remarks, carries him no way beyond Kant's Ding

an sich. Fichte says the Non-Ego is neither a real ground,

nor a thing j)er se, but simply an object— a representation.

It is not the real ground of the affection of the Ego, other-

wise it would be a thing per se ; but it must be represented

or imagined as such. This representation the Ego necessarily

produces from itself—it is the •productive imagination which

posits it.* Who does not recognize Kant in this ?

The Ego is essentially active ; it must reflect on its activity,

and thereby produce a new activity ; on which in turn it

reflects. Each of these reflexions was an elevation. First

it reflects on its jirimitive activity, and finds itself limited.

Next it reflects on its sensations, and raises itself to Intuition ;

reflects on its Intuition, and images what it intuites ; reflects

on its Imagination, and understands what it images ; reflects

on its Representations, and judges what it rej^resents ; finally,

reflects on its Judging Faculty, and grasps it as the Power

of Abstraction—as pure subjectivity, as the Ego which is

only determined by itself.

But all these reflexions, limitations, are due to what he

calls an Appulse {Anstoss). Whence this? He is silent. He
assumes, he does not deduce, it. Hegel therefore remarks

that ' the Anstoss remains an unknown External, and the

Ego a conditioned, which has another opposed to it. Thus

* Grundlage dtr Wisscnschnftshhrc, ii. § 4.
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Fichte remains at the stand-point of Kant, namely, that we

can only know the finite, the infinite lying beyond the reach

of thought. What Kant calls the Ding an sich is with

Fichte the Appulse from without, the abstraction of some

other than the Ego, which has no other otiice than that of

being a negative.*

Greatly as Fichte's Idealism differs from Berkeley's we see

in his postulate of an Appulse a close affinity with Berkeley's

Action of the Deity. There is a further resemblance in

the conception of the Absolute Ego—the Supreme Subject, of

which the universe is the Object. For in spite of much that

Fichte has written, and the equivocalness of his language

throughout, it is certain that he, no less than Berkeley,

repudiated the monstrous though logical conclusion that

only the individual Ego and its world existed. Such a con-

clusion is indeed rigorous if the basis of Consciousness be

rigorously accepted. If nothing exists except my thoughts,

then no other mind can exist beyond my thought of it. The

ground we have for believing in the existence of other minds

is not a whit stronger than the ground for believing in the

existence of other bodies. But this sublime Egoism is too

repugnant to Reason ; it must therefore be escaped ; and

how ? Berkeley escapes by assuming a Deity, and his mode
of acting on our minds. Fichte escapes by assuming an

Absolute Ego—the reine Form der IcJiheit ivelche noch nicht

Individum ist—the pure Essence of Reason. Thus, in a new

sense, is man the image of God. An image only ; and, as

far as Philosophy can teach us, destined to disappear, and

return to its original source ; only the Moral Life is im-

mortal ; we live hereafter in our beneficence ; we perish as

individuals.

I do not pause to point out the incoherence of this doc-

trine with its principles, nor indeed to discuss those princi-

ples ; enough has been done if the system itself has been

presented intelligibly.

To exhibit Fichte's Idealism is, strictly speaking, all that

* Hegel: EncyMopiidic, § 60, p. 124.
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my plan imposes ; but altbougli Lis philosophical doctrines

are all founded upon it, and although it was the doctrine

•which made an epoch in German Philosophy, consequently

the doctrine which entitles him to a place in this History,

nevertheless I should be doing hiui injustice and misleading

my readers if I did not give some glimpse of his moral

system.*

§ IV. Application of Fichte's Idealism.

The Ego is essentially an Activity ; consequently free.

But this free activity would lose itself in infinity, and would

remain without consciousness—in fact, without existence

—

did it not encounter some resistance. In the effort to van-

quish this resistance, it exei-ts its Will, becomes conscious

of something not itself, and thereby becomes conscious of

itself. But resistance limits freedom, and as an Activity the

Ego is essentially free—it is irresistibly impelled to enjoy

perfect freedom. This expansive force, which impels the

Ego to realize itself by complete development, and thereby

assimilate the Non-Ego—this force, in as far as it is not

realized, is the aim of man's existence— it is his duty.

Here a difference from the ordinary schools of morality

begins to show itself. Duty is not a moral obligation which

we are free to acknowledge or reject ; it is a jjulse beating

in the very heart of man—a power inseparable from his

constitution ; and according to its fulfilment is the man
complete.

The world does not exist because we imagine it, but

because we believe it. Let all reality be swept away by

• Those who are curious to see what he himsflf makes of his sybtem are referred

to his Wiasemchaftslehre (of which a French translation by M. Paul GiiiMm.oT

exists under the title of Doctrine de la Science, and an English one by Kkoeger,

published in America), or, as a more popular exposition, to his Lestimmung des

Mtnschcn, a French translation of which has been published by M. Bakchou de

Pemioes, under the title Destination de VHomme, which, from the character and

learning of the translator, is, we have no doubt, an excellent version. An English

translation has also been mjide by Mrs. Percy Sinnett, which can be recommended.

The Nature of the Scholar and The Characteristics of the Present Age have also

been translated by Mr. W. Smith.
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scepticism—we are uot affected. Man is impelled by his

very nature to realize his existence by his acts. Our destina-

tion is not thought, but action. Man is not born to brood

over his thoughts, but to manifest them—to give them

existence. There is a moral world luithin ; our mission is to

transport it without. By this we create the world. Socrates

escaped the scepticism to which Philosophy had irresistibly

led by seeking a solution of the problem in Conscience. In

like manner, Fichte led by Kant's philosophy to Idealism, and,

dissatisfied with the mere phantom-world * of Intelligence,

sought a solution in the real world of Action. The Moral

Force was to supply what the Intellect could only see. God
creates the world in creating Conscience. The world only

exists iu us and by us. When we die it vanishes, not we; we
pass into another world, the product of our moral life.

Our world is not a visionary world simply because its

existence is within us ; action makes it real. For what is

the condition of existence ?—what determines Thought to he'?

Simply that it should realize itself as an object. The Ego as

simple Subject dees not exist ; it has only a potentiality of

existence. To exist, it must realize itself and become Huhjext-

Ohject.

Mark the consequence :—-Knowing that we cany within

us the moral world, and that upon oiarselves alone depends

the attauiment of so sublime an object as the manifestation

of this world, it is to ourselves alone that we must direct our

attention. This realization of the world, what is it but the

complete development of ourselves ? If we would be, therefore

—if we would enjoy the realities of existence—we must

develope ourselves in the attempt to realize incessantly the

beautiful, the useful, and the good. Man is commanded to

be moral by the imperious necessity of his own nature. To

* ' Was durch das Wisscn, undaus dem Wissen enlsteht, ist nur Wissen. Alios

Wissen ist aber nur Abbildung, und es wird in ihm imnier etw.is gefodert, das dem
IJilde entspreehe. Diese Fodening kann durch keiu Wissen befriedigt werdon

. . . denn diese gauze Sinuenwelt entsteht nur durch das Wissen, und ist selbst

unser Wissen ; aber AVissen ist nicht Healitat, eben darum weil es Wissen ist.'

—

Die

Bestimmting dcs Minschcn. Buch II.
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be virtuous is not to obey some external law, but to fulfil au

internal law : this obedience is not slavery, but freedom ; it

is not sacrificing one jiarticle of freedom to any other power,

but wholly and truly realizing the power within us of being

free.

Life is a combat. The free spirit of man, iiiasniueh as it

is finite, is limited, imperfect ; but it incessantly struggles

to subjugate that which ojiposes it—it tends incessantly

towards infinity. Defeated in his hopes, he is sometimes

discouraged, but this lasts not long. There is a well-spring

of energ3' for ever vital in the heart of man ; an ideal is for

ever shining before him, and that he must attain.

Man knows himself to be free ; knows also that his

fellow-men are free ; and therefore the duty of each is to

treat the others as beings who have the same aim as himself.

Individual liberty is therefore the principle of all government

;

from it Fichte deduces his political system.

And what says Fichte respecting God i* He was, as we

know, accused of atheism. Let us hear his real opinions.

In his answer to that charge we have an abstruse, but at the

same time positive, exposition of his views.* The common
view is, that God created the world out of an inert mass of

matter ; and from the evidence of design in this created

•world we infer an intelligent designer. Fichte could not

accept this view. In the first i)lace, what we call the World

is but the incarnation of our Duty {unncre Welt it>t dan

versinnlichte Material unserer PJlicht). It is the objective

existence of the Ego : we are, so to speak, the creators of it.

Such a statement looks very like atheism, especially when

Fichte's system is not clearly apprehended : it is, however,

at the worst, only Acosmism.

Nor could Fichte accept the evidence of Design, because

Design is a mere conclusion of the understanding, aj^plicable

only to finite, transient things, wholly inapplicable to the

infinite : Design itself is but a subjective notion.

f

* Gerichtliche Veranlwortunffsschri/ten gegcn die AnMagc dcs AtlwUmus.

t P/id.p. i3.
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' God,' says Fichte, ' must be believed in, not inferred.

Faith is the ground of all conviction, scientific or moral.

Why do you believe in the existence of the world ? It is

nothing more than the incarnation of that which you carvj

within you, yet you believe in it. In the same way God
exists in your Consciousness, and you believe in him. He
is the Moral Order {moralischc Ordnung) of the world : as such

we can know him, and only as such. For if we attempt to

attribute to him Intelligence or Personality, we at once

necessarily fall into anthropomorphism. God is infinite :

therefore beyond the reach of our science, which can only

embrace the finite, but not beyond our faith.'*

By our efforts to fulfil our Duty, and thus to realize the

Good and Beautiful, we are tending towards God, we live in

some measure the life of God. True religion is therefore

the realization of universal reason. If we were all perfectly

free, we should be one ; for there is but one Liberty. If we

had all the same convictions, the law of each would be the

law of all, since all would have but one Will. To this we
aspire ; to this Humanity is tending.

The gei-m of mysticism which lies in this doctrine was

fully developed by some of Fichte's successors, although he

himself had pai-ticularly guarded against such an interpreta-

tion, and distinguishes himself from the mystics.

Let us now pass to Fichte's Philosophy of History.

The histoi'ian only accomplishes half of the required task.

He narrates the events of an epoch, in their order of occur-

rence, and in the form of their occurrence ; but he cannot

be assured that he has not omitted some of these events, or

that he has given them their due position and significance.

The philosopher must complete this incomplete method. He
must form some idea of the epoch—an Idea a priori, inde-

pendent of experience. He must then exhibit this Idea always

dominant throughout the epoch—and manifesting itself in

all the multiplicity of facts, which are but its incarnation.

* Siitenlihre, pp. 189, 194.
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What is the world but an incarnation of tlio Ego? What is

an epoch but an incarnation of an Idea ?

Every epoch has therefore its pre-existent Idea. And

this Idea will be determined by the Ideas of the epochs

which have preceded it ; and will determine those which

succeed it. Hence we conclude that the evolutions of Ideas

—or the History of the World—is accomplished on a certain

plan. The philosojilier must conceive this plan in its totality,

that he may from it deduce the Ideas of the principal

epochs in the history of Humanity, not only as past, but as

future.

The question first to be settled is this: What is the ground-

plan of the world ? or, in other words, according to Fichte,

What is the fundamental Idea which Hninanity has to

realize ?

The answer is : The Idea of Duty. This, in its concrete

expression, is : To fix the relations of man to man in such

order that the perfect liberty of each be coinpatil)le with the

liberty of the whole.

History may thus be divided into two principal epochs.

The one, in which man has not established the social re-

lations on the basis of reason. The other, in which he has

established them, and knows that he has done so.

That Humanity exists but for the successive and constant

realization of the dictates of reason is easily proved. But

sometimes Humanity has knowledge of what it performs, and

why it performs it ; sometimes it obeys but a blind impulse.

In this second case, that is to say, in the first epochs of

the terrestrial existence of Humanity, Reason, although not

manifesting itself distinctly, consciously, nevertheless exists.

It manifests itself as an instinct, and appears imder the form

of a natural law ; it manifests itself in the intelligence only

as a vague and obscure sentiment. Reason, on the contrary,

no sooner manifests itself as Reason, than it is gifted with

consciousness of itself and its acts. This constitutes the

second epoch.

But Humanity does not pass at once from the first to the
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second epoch. At first Reason only manifests itself in a few-

men, the Great Men of their age, who thereby acquire autho-

rity. They are the instructors of their age ; their mission is

to elevate the mass up to themselves. Thus Instinct dimin-

ishes, and Reason supervenes. Science appears. Morality

becomes a science. The relations of man to man become

more and more fixed in accordance with the dictates of

reason.

The entire life of Humanity has five periods. I. The do-

mination of Instinct over Reason : this is the primitive age.

II. The general instinct gives place to an external dominant

Authority: this is the age of doctrines unable to convince,

and employing force to produce a blind belief, claiming un-

limited obedience ; this is the period in which Evil arises.

III. The Authority, dominant in the preceding epoch, but

constantly attacked by Reason, becomes weak and waver-

ing : this is the epoch of scepticism and licentiousness.

IV. Reason becomes conscious of itself; truth makes itself

known ; the science of Reason developes itself: this is the

beginning of that perfection which Humanity is destined to

attain. V. The science of Reason is ajjplied : Humanity

fashions itself after the ideal standard of Reason : this is the

ei>ech of Art, the last term in the history of our species.
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CHAPTER II.

fiCIIELLISG.

§ I. Life of Schelling.

I^REDEEICK WILLIAM JOSEPH SCHELLING was

- born in Lconbcrg, in Wiirtembcrg, January 27, 1775.

At the University in Tiibingen he first knew Hegel ; their

friendship was enduring and productive. At Leipzig he

studied Medicine and Philosophy ; in the latter he became

the pupil of Fichte ; he afterwards filled Fichte's vacant chair

at Jena, where he lectured with immense success. In 1807

he was made a member of the Munich Academy of Sciences.

And in Bavaria, honoured, rewarded, and ennobled, he

remained till 1842, when the King of Prussia seduced him

to Berlin ; and there, in the chair once held by Hegel, he

opened a series of lectures, in which he was to give the fruit

of a life's meditation.

His appearance at Berlin was the signal for violent polemics.

The Hegelians were all up in arms. Pamphlets, full of per-

sonalities and dialectics, were launched against Schelling,

apparently without much effect. His foes at length grew

wear}' of screaming ; and he continued quietly to lecture.

In 18t5"I had the gratification not only of hearing him

lecture on Mythology to large audiences, but also of hearing

him in the expansiveness of private conversation pour forth

his stores of varied knowledge. His intellectual vigour was

such, that although seventy summers had whitened his hair,

he seemed to have still a long lease of life ; and indeed he

continued nine years longer to inspire the respect of all who
knew him. He died on August 20, 1854.
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§ II. Schelling's Doctrines.

Sclielliiig is often styled the German Plato. In such

parallels there is always some truth amidst much error.

Schelling's works unquestionably exhibit great power of

vivid imagination conjoined with subtle dialectics ; if on this

ground he is to be styled a Plato, then are there hundreds to

share that title with him. His doctrines have little resem-

blance to those of his supposed prototype. Curiously enough,

his head was marvellously like that of Socrates ; not so ugly,

but still very like it in general character.

Schelling may be regarded as having been the systeuiatizer

of a tendency, always manifesting itself (it had not escaped

the observation of Tacitus), but then in full vigoiir in Germany

—the tendency towards Pantheism. This tendency may be

recognized in the clear Goethe, no less than i7i the mystical

Novalis. In some way or other, Pantheism seems the natural

issue of almost every Metaphysic of Religion, when rigorously

carried out; but Germany, above all European countries,

has, both in poetry and speculation, the most constantly

reproduced it. Her poets, her artists, her musicians, and

her thinkers, have been more or less Pantheists. Schelling's

attempt, therefore, to give Pantheism a scientific basis could

not but meet with hearty approbation.

We may here once more notice the similarity, in historical

position, of the modern German speculations to those of the

Alexandrian Schools. In both the incapacity of Reason to

solve the problems of Philosophy is openly proclaimed ; in

both some higher faculty is called in to solve them. Plotinus

called this faculty Ecstany. Schelling called it the InteUedual

Intuition. The Ecstasy was not supposed to be a faculty

possessed by all men, and at all times ; it was only possessed

by the few, and by them but sometimes. The Intellectual

Intuition was not supposed to be a faculty common to all

men ; on the contrary, it was held as the endowment only of

a few of the privileged : it was the faculty for jjhilosoi^hising.

VOL. II. p P
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Sclielling cxi>rosses his disdain for those who talk about not

comprehending the highest truths of Pliilosoph}-. ' Really,'

he exclaims, ' one sees not wherefore Philosophy should pay

any attention whatever to Incapacity. It is better rather

that we should isolate Philosophy from all the ordinary

routes, and keep it so separated from ordinary knowledge

that none of these routes should lead to it. Philosophy

commences wliere ordinary knowledge terminates.' * The

highest truths of science cannot be jjroved, they must be

apprehended ; for those who cannot apprehend them there is

nothing but pity : argument is useless.

After this, were we to call Seholling the German Plotinus,

we should perhaps be nearer the truth than in calling him

the German Plato. But it was for the sake of no such idle

parallel that we compared the fundamental positions of each.

Our object was to ' point a moral,' and to show how the same

forms of error reappear in history, and how the laboui'S of

80 many centuries have not advanced the linmaii mind in

this direction one single step.

The first point to be established is the nature of Sclielling's

improvement upon Fichte : the relation in which the two

doctrines stand to each other.

Fichte's Idealism was purely subjective Iilealism. The

Object had indeed reality, but was solely dependent upon the

Subject. Endeavour as we might, we could never separate

the Object from the Subject, we must never conceive a

possible mode of existence without being foi'ced to identify

with it a Subject. Indeed the very concejition itself is but

an act of the Subject. Admitting that we are forced by the

laws of our mental constitution to postulate an unknown

something, a Nouraenon, as the substance in which all phe-

nomena inhere, what, after all, is this jrostnlate ? It is au

act of the Mind ; it is wholly subjective ; the necessity for

the postulate is a mental necessity. The Non-Ego therefore

is the product of the Ego.

* Sine Z-'itschrift /iir fjiccuhliiv I'hijail;, ii. 34.
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There is subtle reasoning in tlie above; nay more, it contains

a principle which is irrefutable : the principle of the identity

of Object and Subject in knowledge. This Schelling adopted.

Nevertheless, in spite of such an admission, the nullity of the

external world was too violent and repulsive a conclusion to

be long maintained ; and it was necessary to see if the

principle of identity might not be preserved, without forcing

such a conclusion.

The existence of the objective world is as firmly believed in

as the existence of the subjective : they are, indeed, both

given in the same act. We cannot be conscious of our own

existence without at the same time inseparably connecting it

with some other existence from which we distinguish our-

selves. So in like manner we cannot be aware of the exist-

ence of anything out of ourselves without at the same time

inseparably connecting with it a consciousness of ourselves.

Hence we conclude that both exist ; not indeed separately,

not independently of each other, but identified in some higher

power. Fichte said that the Non-Ego was created by the

Ego. Scbelling said that the two were equally real, and that

both were identified in the Absolute.

Knowledge must be knowledge of something. Hence know-

ledge implies the correlate of Being. Knowledge without an

Object known, is but an empty form. But Knowledge and

Being are correlates ; they are not separable ; they are

identified. It is as impossible to conceive an Object known

without a Subject knowing, as it is to conceive a Subject

knowing without an Object known.

Nature is Spirit visible ; Spirit is invisible Nature : * the

absolute Ideal is at the same time the absolute Real.

Hence Philosophy has two primary problems to solve. In

the Transcendental Philosophy the problem is to construct

Nature from Intelligence—the Object from the Subject. In

the Philosophy of Nature the j)roblem is to construct Intelli-

* Or.r Traders will recognize here a favourite saying of Coleridgk, many- of whose

ri marks, now become famous, are almost wriaiiwi translations from Sohelling and

the two SCHLEGELS.
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geiice from Nature— the Subject from the Object.* Ami how

are we to construct one from the other? Fichte has taught

us to do so by the principle of the identity of Subject and

Object, whereby the productivity and the product are in con-

stant opposition, yet always one. The productivity (Thatig-

keif) is the activity in act ; it is the force which developes

itself into all things. The product is the activity arrested and

solidified into a fact; but it is always ready to pass again

into activity. And thus the world is but a balancing of con-

tending powers within the sphere of the Absolute.

In what, then, does Schelliug differ from Fichte, since both

assert that the product (Object) is but the arrested activity

of the Ego ? In this : the Ego in Fichte's system is a finite

Ego—it is the human soul. The Ego in Schelling's system

is the Absolute—the Infinite—the All which Spinoza called

Substauce ; and this Absolute manifests itself in two forms :

in the form of the Ego and in the form of the Non-Ego—as

Nature and as Mind.

The Ego produces the Non-Ego, but not by its own force,

not out of its own nature ; it is universal Nature which works

within us and which produces from out of us ; it is universal

Nature which here in us is conscious of itself. The souls of

men are but the innumerable individual eyes with which the

Infinite World-Spirit beholds himself.

What is the Ego? It is one and the same with the act

which renders it an Object to itself. When I say ' myself '

—

when I form a conception of my Ego, what is that but the

Ego making itself an Object ? Consciousness therefore may
be defined the objectivity of the Ego. Very well ; now apply

this to the Absolute. He, too, must be conscious of himself,

and for that he must realize himself objectively. We can now

understand Schclling when he says, ' The blind and uncon-

scious jiroducts of Nature are nothing but unsuccessful

attempts of Nature to make itself an Object {>iich selhxt zn

rejlectiren) ; the so-called dead Nature is but an unripe Intelli-

• St/alem dea transcendcnialoi Idealismus, p. 7.
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geuce. The acme of its efforts—tliat is, for Nature com-

pletely to objectize itself—is attained througli the highest

and ultimate degree of reflection in Man—or what we call

Reason. Here Nature returns into itself, and reveals its

identity with that which in us is known as the Object and

Subject.'*

This function of Reason is elsewhere more distinctly

described as the total indifference-}ioint of the subjective and

objective. The Absolute he represents by the symbol of the

magnet. Thus, as it is the same principle which divides itself

in the magnet into the north and south poles, the centre of

which is the indilference-point, so in like manner does the

Absolute divide itself into the Real and Ideal, and holds

itself in this separation as absolute indifference.t And as in

the magnet every point is itself a magnet, having a North

pole, a South pole, and a point of indifference, so also in

the Universe, the individual vaiieties are but varieties of the

eternal One. Man is a microcosm.

Reason is the indifference-point. Whoso rises to it rises

to the reality of things {zum ivahren Ansich), which reality is

precisely in the indifference of Object and Subject. The

basis of Philosophy is therefore the basis of Reason ; its

knowledge is a knowledge of things as they are, i.e. as they

are in Reason. J

The spirit of Plotinus revives in these expressions. We
have in them the whole key-stone of the Alexandrian School.

The Intellectual Intuition by which we are to embrace the

Absolute, is, as before remarked, but another form of the

Alexandrian Ecstasy. Schelling was well aware that the

Absolute, the Infinite as such, could not be known under the

conditions of finity, cannot be known in personal conscious-

ness. How, then, can it be known? By some higher

faculty which discerns the identity of Object and Subject—

* S;/stem dcs transcendcntahn Idcalismus, p. 5.

t Hence Schilling's philosophy is often stj-led the Indifference Philosophy.

} Zcitschriftfur speculative Pht/sU; vol. ii. Heft 2.
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which perceives the Absolute as Absohite, where all difference

is lost in indifference.

There are three divisions in Schelling's system : the philo-

sophy of Nature, the transcendental philosophy, and the

philosophy of the Absolute.

His speculations with respect to Nature at first met with

considerable applause in Germany. Ingenious they certainly

are, but vitiated in Method; incapable of verification. Those

who are curious to see what he makes of Nature are referred

to his Zeitschrift fur specuhifice Physil; and his hleen zu eincr

Philoxophie der Natur. The following examples will serve to

indicate the character of his speculations.*

Subject and Object being identical, the absolute Identity

is the absolute totality named Universe. There can be no

difference except a <;i<n»/("<«<a'e difference; and this is only

conceivable with respect to individual existences. For the

absolute Identity is qnantitotivc indifference both of Object

and Subject, and is only under this form. If we could

behold all that is, and behold it in its totality, we should see

a perfect quantitative equality. It is only in the scission of

the Individual from the Infinite that quantitative difference

takes place. This difference of Object and Subject is the

ground of all finity : and, on tlie other luuid, quantitative

indifference of the two is Infinity.

That which determines any difference is a Power (Potenz),

and the Absolute is the Identity of all Powers {nller Potenzen).

All matter is originally lifpiid ; weiijld is the power through

which the Attractive and Expansive force, as the immanent

ground of the reality of Matter, operates. Weight is the

first Potenz. The second Potenz is Light—an inward in-

tuition of Nature, as weight is the outward intuition.

Identity with light is Transparency. Heat does not pertain

to the nature of Light, but is simply a modus existendi of

Light.

• The reader must not complain if he do not understand what follows : intel-

ligibility is not the characteristic of German speculation ; and we are here only

translating Schellikg's words, without undertaking to enlighten their darkness.
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Newton's speculations upon Light are treated with dis-

dain, as a system built upon illogical conclusions, a system

self-contradictory, and leading to infinite absurdities. Never-

theless this absurd system has led men to many discoveries

:

it is the basis of a gi-adually advancing science ; while the

views of Schelliiig lead to nothing except disputation. Thus

with regard to his exjjlanation of Electricity : let us sujjpose

it exact, and we must still acknowledge it to be useless. It

admits of no verification ; admits of no application. It is

utterly sterile.

There are indeed general ideas in his Natur-PMlosophie,

which not only approach the conceptions of positive science,

but have given a powerful stimulus to many scientific

intellects. The general law of polarity, for example, which

he makes * the law of universal nature, is seen illustrated

in physics and chemistry ; although the presumed relation

between heat and oxygen, which he makes the basis of all

atomic changes, no chemist will nowadays accept. When, in

the second part of this treatise, he theorizes on organic life,

the result is similar, namely some general ideas which seem

luminous are enforced by particular ideas certainly false. He
maintains that vegetation and life are the products of che-

mical action : the fii'st consisting in a continual deoxidation,

the second in a continual oxidation ; as soon as this chemical

action ceases, death supervenes, for living beings exist only

in the moment of becoming.f He only expresses the uni-

versally accepted idea of life when he makes it depend on

the incessant disturbance and re-establishment of an equili-

brium, J or, as De BlainviUe defines it, ' a continual movement

of decomposition and recomposition.'

All the functions of Life are but the individualizations of

one common principle ; and all the series of living beings are

but the individualizations of one common Life : this is the

Weltseele, or anima mundi. The same idea had been expressed

by Goethe, and has since been presented under various forms

» Fan tier Weltseele, 25 sq. t -fi'V. p. 181. } ffjid. p. 284.
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by Okon ami iniiny Cicrnian naturalists. The idea of a

dynamic progression in Nature, is also the fundamental idea

ill Hegel's philosophy.

Schelling, in his Jahrhiicher der Medicin, says that Science

is only valuable in as far as it is speculative; and by spe-

culation he means the contemplation of God as He exists.

Reason, inasmuch iis it affirms God, cannot affirm anything

else, and annihilates itself at the same time as an individual

existence, as anything out of God. Thought [das DenJioi) is

not my Thought ; and Being is not my Being ; for everything

belongs to God or the All. There is no such thing as a

Reason which >vc hive ; but only a Reason that lias us. If

nothing exists out of God, then must the knowledge of God

be only the infinite knowledge which God has of himself in

the eternal Self-affirmation. God is not the highest, but the

only One. He is not to be viewed as the summit or the end,

but as the centre, as the All in All. Consequently there is

no such thing as a being lifted up to the knowledge of God

;

but the knowledge is immediate recognition.

If we divest Sehelling's speculations of tlioir dialectical

forms, we shall arrive at the following results :

—

Idealism is one-sided. Beside the Sulrject there must exist

an Object : the two are identical in a third, which is the

Absolute. The Absolute is neither Ideal nor Real—neither

Mind nor Nature—but both. This Absolute is God. He is

the All in All ; the eternal source of all existence. He
realizes himself under one form as an objectivity ; and under

a second form as a subjectivity. He becomes conscious of

himself in man : and this man, under the highest form of his

existence, manifests Reason, and hy this Reason God knows

himself. Such are the conclusions to which Sehelling's

philosophy leads us. And now, we ask, in what does this

philosophy differ from Si)inozism ?

The Absolute, which Schelling assumes as the indifference-

point of Subject and Object, is but the irpuTov aya66v and

primal Nothing which forms the first Hypostasis of the
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Alexaudriau Triuity. The Absolute, as the Identity of Sub-

ject and Object, being neither and yet both, is but the

Substance of Spinoza, whose attributes are Extension and

Thought.

"With Spinoza also he agreed in giving onl}- a phenomenal

reality to the Object and Subject. With Spinoza he agreed

in admitting but one existence—the Absolute.

But, althougli agreeing with Siiinoza in his fundamental

positions, he differed with him in Method, and in the appli-

cations of those positions. In both differences the superiority,

as it seems to me, is incontestably due to Spinoza.

Spinoza deduced his system very logically from one funda-

mental assumption, viz. that whatever was true of ideas was

true of objects. This assumption itself was not altogether

arbitrary. It was grounded upon the principle of certitude,

which Descartes had brought forward as the only principle

which was irrefragable. Whatever was found to be distinct

and a priori in Consciousness, was iiTesistibly true. Philoso-

phy was therefore deductive ; and Spinoza deduced his system

from the principles laid down by Descartes.

Schelling's Method was very different. Aware that human
knowledge was necessarily finite, he could not accept Spiuoza's

Method, because that would have given him only a knowledge

of the finite, the conditioned ; and such knowledge, it was

admitted, led to scepticism. He was forced to assume another

faculty of knowing the truth, and this was the Intellectual

Intuition. Reason which could know the Absolute was only

possible by transcending Consciousness and sinking into the

Absolute. As Knowledge and Being were identical, to know
the Infinite, we must he the Infinite, i.e. must lose our indi-

viduality in the universal.

Consciousness, then, which had for so long formed the

basis of all Philosophy, was thrown over by Schelling, as

incompetent to solve any of its problems. Consciousness

was no ground of certitude. Reason was the organ of Phi-

losophy, and Reason was impersonal. The Identity of Being
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and Knowing took the place of Consciousness, and became

the basis of all speculation. We shall see to what it led in

Hegel.

Our notice of Scholling has necessaril}' been brief, not

because he merited no greater space, but because to have

entei'ed into details with any satisfaction, would have carried

us far beyond our limits. His works are not only numerous,

but differ considerably in their views. All we have endea-

voured to represent is the ideas which he produced as

developments of Fichte, and which served Hegel as a basis.*

* A French tmnsliUion of Schelliso's most important work, iuhUt the tilh' of

Si/ath»e de FIdealisme transcendental, by P. Guimbi.ot, the translator of Fieirn;,

has appeared; also a version oi Bruno ; ou, Les Principes dcs Chosen. Nothing in

EnMisU.
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CHAPTER ni.

HEGEL.

§ I. Life op Hegel.

GEORGE FREDERICK WILLIAM HEGEL was born at

Stuttgard, the 27th of August, 1770. He received that

classical education -which distinguished the Wiii-temburg

students beyond all others ; and in his eighteenth year he

went to Tiibingen, to pursue his theological and philosophical

studies. He was there a fellow-student with Schelling, for

whom he contracted great esteem. The two young thinkers

communicated to each other their thoughts, and discussed

their favourite systems. In after-life, when opposition had

sundered these ties, Hegel never spoke of this part of their

connection without emotion, though both in his private letters

and published works he more than once spoke contemptuously

of Schelling. In his twentieth year he had to give up all

his plans for a professorship, and was content (hunger im-

pelling) to accept the place of jjrivate tutor, first in Switzer-

land, and subsequently in Frankfort.

Early in 1801 his father died ; and the small property he

inherited enabled him to relinquish his tutorship and to

move to Jena, where he published his dissertation De Orhitis

Planetarum. This work was directed against the Newtonian

system of Astronomy. It was an application of Schelling's

Philosophy of Nature ; and in it Newton was treated with

that scorn which Hegel never failed to heap upon empirics,

i.e. those who trusted more to experience than to metaphysics.

In the same year he published his Diference between Fichte

and Schelling, in which he sided with the doctrines of his

friend, whom he joined in editing the Critical Journal of
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Philosophy. It is in the second volume of this Joui'nal that

we meet with his celebral^ed essay Glauben und Wissen (Faith

and Knowledge), in which Kant, Jacobi, and Fiehte are

criticized.

At Jena he enjoj'ed the society of Goethe and Schiller.

The former, with his usual sagacity, detected the philosoi>hical

genius which as yet lay undeveloped in Hegel ; of which more

may be read in Goethe and Schiller's Correspondence. Hegel,

on the other hand, was to the last one of Goethe's staunchest

admirers ; and many a gleam of lustre is shed over the pages

of the philosoiiher by his frequent quotation of the poet.

At the University of Jena, Hegel then held the post of

Privatdocent ; but his lectures had only four listeners. These

four however were all remarkable men: Gabler, Troxler, Lach-

mann, and Zellmanu. On Schelling's quitting Jena, Hegel

filled his chair ; but filled it only for one year. Here he

published his Phnnomenologie des Geistes. He finished wi'iting

this work on the night of the ever-memorable battle of Jena.

While the artillery was roaring, the philosopher was deep

in his work, unconscious of all that was going on. He con-

tinued writing, as Archimedes at the siege of Syracuse con-

tinued his scientific researches. The next morning, manu-

script in hand, he steps into the streets, proceeding to bis

publisher's, firmly convinced that the interests of mankind

are bound up with that mass of writing which he hugs so

tenderly. The course of his reverie is somewhat violently

interrupted ; bearded and gesticulating French soldiers

arrest the philosopher, and significantly enough inform him

that, for the present, the interests of men lie elsewhere than

in manuscripts. In spite of French soldiers, however, the

work in due time saw the light, and was welcomed by the

philosophical world as a new system—or rather as a new
modification of Schelling's system. The editorship of the

Bamberg newspaper was then offered him, and he quitted

Jena. He did not long remain at Bamberg ; for in the

autumn of 1808 we find him Eector of the Gymnasium
College at NUrnberg. He shortly after married Fiiiuleiii
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von Tuclier, with whom he passed a happy life : she bore

him two sous. In 1816 he was called to the chair of Heidel-

berg, and published in 1817 his EncyMojyadie cler philoso-

phischen Wisscnschnften, which contains an outline of his

system. This work so exalted his reputation, that in 1818

he was called to the chair of Berlin, then the most important

in Germany. He there lectured for thirteen years, and formed

a school, of which it is sufficient to name its members, Gans,

Rosenkranz, Michelet, Werder, Marheinecke, and Hotho.

Hegel was seized with the cholera in 1831, and after a short

illness expiied, in the sixty-second year of his age, on the

24th of November, the anniversary of the death of Leibnitz.

§ II. Hegel's Method.

Schelling's doctrines were never systematically co-ordi-

nated. He was subtle, ardent, and audacious ; but he disre-

garded precision ; atid stood in striking contradiction to his

predecessors Kant and Fichte in his disregard of logical forms.

The effect of his teaching was felt more in the department

of the philosojAy of Nature than elsewhere. Crowds of

disciples, some of them, as Okeu and Steffens, illustrious dis-

ciples, attempted the application of his principles ; and after

a vast quantity of ingenious but sterile generalization, it was

found that these principles led to no satisfactory conclusion.

Schelling's ideas were however very generally accepted in

the pliiIoso2)hical world at the time Hegel appeared. These

ideas were thought to be genuine intuitions of the truth

;

the only drawback was their want of systematic co-ordination.

They were inspirations of the truth ; but the demonstrations

were needed. The position Hegel was to occupy became there-

fore very clear : he had to systematize and co-ordinate the

principles of Sclielling and Kant. He complained, and justly,

that Schelling's Absolute rested upon no grounds of logical

proof, but was ' as if shot out of a pistol.' * He undertook

the logical genesis. Rejecting the coucejition of the Abso-

lute as the indifference of Ideal and Real, he substituted for

* Phdiwmciwlvgic dcs Gcis!cs. Vorrede, p. 40.
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it the conception of an nnfolding reality of the Idea. Ac-

cording to this view, the Absolute is a process, a dialectic

movement. Hence the necessity of a demonstration that the

Absolute contains within itself by the very necessity of its

nature a principle of evolution from difference to difference,

which differences are its moments. To effect this all-impor-

tant position a Method was requisite, and this constitutes

Hegel's glory. Tlie nature of his contribution to philosophy,

which has placed him on so high a pedestal of renown, is

nothing less than the invention of a new Method.*

The principle of this Method is the identity of two con-

tradictories. Every concejition contains within it its own ne-

gation ; it is one-sided, and topples over into a second, which,

not less one-sided, must sink with its opposite into a third
;

there both attain unity. But this synthesis of thesis and

antithesis once effected, the jiosition thus affirmed, is in tui'u

negatived, and through negation passes onwards to a higher

unity. Thus there is perpetual flux, nothing is ever fixed,

definite, all is but the passing moments of the immanent

movement. ' The universal which is the only ground of

everything particular is such only in this way, that it (the

universal) as such is only something one-sided, and is of itself

impelled into negation of its abstract universality by means

of concreter particularity (deBniteness). The absolute is not a

simple one something, but a system of notions which owe

their origin to this self-negation of the original universal.

This system of notions is then collectively in itself again an

ahslractum, that is impelled forward into negation of its merely

notional (ideal) being, into reality, into the real self-subsist-

ence of the differences (nature).' f

The first remark to be made on this famous Method is that

whatever merit may be assigned to it should be passed to

the credit of Fichte, as a glance at our exposition of Fichte

• This is the claim put up liy his disciple Miciiei.et, Gesch. dcr htzten Systcme

der Philos. ii. 604-.^ ; wlio dtclurps Hegel's method to be all that can properly be

called his own. Comp. Hkof.i.'s Vermischle Sehriftcn, ii. 470.

+ ScHWEGi.Ett : Uimdlook of the History of rhUosophy. Translated by J. II.

Stirumg, 1867, p. 317.
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(p. 560) will show. Hegel's improvement on it can hardly

be said to have done more than to render the process objec-

tive as well as subjective ; and this was effected by Bardili.*

The second remark is that it needlessly departs from the

common logic ; and perplexes by its paradoxes.

Two contradictories are commonly supposed to exclude

each other reciprocally : Being excludes Non-Beiug. This

notion Hegel pronounces to be false. Everything is contra-

dictory in itself; contradiction forms its essence : its identity

consists in being the union of two contradictories. Thus

Being (Seyn) considered absolutely—considered as uncon-

ditioned—that is to say Being in the abstract, apart from

any individual thing—is the same as Nothing. Being

is therefore identical with its negation. But to conclude

that there is not Being, would be false : for the abstract

Nothing [Niclds] is at the same time the abstract Being.

We must therefore unite these two contraries, and in so

doing we arrive at a middle term—the realization f of the two

in one, and this is conditioned Existence— it is the world.

Here is another example : in pure light,—that is, light

without colour or shadow,—we should be totally unable to

see anything. Absolute clearness is therefore identical with

absolute obscurity—with its negation, in fact ; but neither

clearness nor obscurity are complete alone : by uniting them

we have clearness mingled with obscurity ; that is to say, we
have Light properly so called.

Hegel thus, instead of allowing himself to be worsted by

the arguments derived from the contradictions to which the

identity' of Being and Knowing was exposed, at once met

the difficulty by declaring that the identity of contradictories

was the very condition of all Being ; without a contrary

nothing could come into being. This logical audacity has

astounded many, who proclaim this feat worthy of immortal

* See Baedili !(«</ Eeinhold: Briifwcchsel iihcr das JVesen der P/tilvsojohie,-pp,

51 sy.

t The original word is Werden—the becoming. It is mucli used in German spe-

culation to express the transition from Non-being to Being.
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glory. A new light seemed to be thrown Tipon the world :

a new asjject was given to all existences. Being was at

the same time Non-Being. Light was also Darkness, and

Darkness was also Light.

Hegel is perfectly aware of the paradox, and foresees the

amazement and the ridicule it will excite in Common Sense,

which he says is nothing but Understanding organized into

abstractions and the superstition of abstractions; wherens

Philosophy deals with quite other conditions.* Common
Sense, not aware that its logical forms are products of the

mind, (by means of which the mind fashions sensations into

objects.) detaches these forms from their source, regards them

as not only objective but extra-mental. Being is thus held to

be something wholly outside Thought, to which Thought has

to conform ; whereas Speculative Insight recognises Being as

the other side of Thought—the work of Reason in objectify-

ing sensation. Common Sense detaches the object from the

thought, as two scjiarate entities ; whereas it is the business

of Philosophy, according to Hegel, to show that all things

and all thoughts are stages in one continuous evolution.

Thus, pushing aside the objection ofCommon Sense, he passes

on, scornful and self-reliant. In the words of his disciple Mr.

Stirling :
' There is in the brain of Hegel a dominant meta-

phor. This metaphor relates to a peculiar evolution which

is characterised thus : It begins, of course, with a tirst ; but

this first is presently seen to imply its opposite, which

opposite, developed in its turn, coalesces with the former to

the production of a third, a new form, constituted by and

containing, but only imyliciter, the two former as moments.

This third, this new form, devclopes itself now up to the full

of itg unity, and is presently seen to imply its opi>osite

—

with the same results. Now, we have to conceive this

process repeated again and again till an end is reached

;

• 'In diescT Wissensehaft ganz andcrc Bcstimmungcn vorkommen als im

gewohnliclien I?ew>issl8eyn und im sogenannten gcmoincn Menschenverstiindo, dor

nicht dcr gisunde. fODdcni auch der zu Abstyakfionpn und zu dtm Glaubcn odcr

vieliiielir Abcp^-lauben an Abstraktionon horaufgebildcte Vorstand ist.'

—

LcgiJc, i.

p. 76. (The c'diliou I quote from is that of 1811.)
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which end, we have further to conceive, passes back into the

first, and thus the whole movement constitutes a simple

circle. Each link in this circular chain, too, is seen to be a

kind of triple unity. Ever, indeed, there seems somehow a

flight of three, the last of which is always a return to the

first, but changed, as if it were richer, heavier, more com-

plete—more completely developed, in fact. Each of the

three terms concerned must be conceived to begin, to fill, to

reach its full ; and when full, to show, as it were, the germ

of its opposite, which rising up into its full, seeks iinion and

coalescence with its former to a new production. This is the

one metaphor of the thought of Hegel ; and even here we

can see that we have never moved from the spot ; for this

metaphor is but another way of expressing the one move-

ment or principle akeady characterised in so many ways as

Biivafits, v\r], avrsKsx^sia ; Begriff, Urtheil, Schluss ; Univer-

sality, Particularity, Singularity ; Thesis, Antithesis, Syn-

thesis ; Being, Essence, Notion, &c. &c. Wherever we are,

in Hegel indeed we have ever the same triplet before us in one

or other of its innumerable forms. Always there are the two

opposites or reciprocals which coalesce like acid and alkali

to a base—a base in which they still implicitly are, but only

as moments. This base, again, if the result of its moments,

is really their base, their ground, their foundation, their

Grundlage. If they found it, it founds them. It is the

mother-liquor into which they have passed : it is a living

base out of which they can arise and show themselves, and

into which they can again disappearingly return. This is

the Hegelian metaphor : a ground, a base, from which arise

members, which again withdraw themselves—a differentiated

Common or One. And what is this but the disjunctive or

reciprocal whole of Kant, suggested to him by the disjunctive

judgment, and discussed by him at so much length, and

with such fresh, new, and creative vigour ? A sphere of

reciprocity : this is the whole. This is the Hegelian Idee-

Monad. The reciprocity still must be understood as notional

re'ciprocity—the triple reciprocity of universal, particular,

VOL. II. Q Q
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and singular, each of which, as reciprocal of the others,

holds the others in its own way, and is in fact the others.

It is Identity gone into its differences indeed, bxit still even

in these identical with itself. Differentiated identity, or

identified difference, constitutes the one reciprocal sj^here of

Hegel—a sphere which is the whole universe—a sphere

which is each and every atom in the universe—a sphere

which, as self-consciousness, or rather as the Notion (self-

consciousness in its simplest statement), is the one soul, the

one spirit—which is life, vitality itself—and the only life,

the only vitality. Thus it is—which is so curiously charac-

teristic of the Hegelian philosophj-—that every attempt to

understand or explain any the least considerable of its terms

becomes a flight into the system itself. So, for particular

example, is it that the thu'd is always the base and the truth

of the first and second. We see this corroborated by fact;

for it is simply the progress of thought to give itself the new

as the reason or explanation or ground of the old, or of what

preceded it.' And elsewhere he exclaims, ' Now this is the

whole secret of Hegel, and this is his ultimate secret. These

are the steps : An sich, Fiir sich. An und fur sir.h.'

' The Ego is, firstlj', the Universal ; it is Identity, it is

Immediacy, it is An sich. The Ego, secondly, surveys itself;

that is, it gives itself or becomes to itself the Particular,

the Difference, the Dis-cernment, the Reflexion : it is Fiir

sich (and Anders-seyn and 8eyn-fiir-Anderes are evidently just

identical with Fiir sich, the moment the Ego is the All).

The Ego, thirdly, returns from survey of itself with increase

of knowledge ; that is, returning into itself (the universal)

from or with the particular, it does not just reassume its old

identity, but is now the Singular, which is Identity in

Diversity, Immediacy in Reflexion, the Universal in the Par-

ticular, or it is An und fiir sich.'

We may, by way of anticipation, observe that Hegel's

notion of God becoming conscious of Himself in Philosophy,

and thereby attaining his highest development, is founded

on the above process. God as pure Being can only pass into
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reality tlii-ougli a negation ; in Philosophy he negatives this

negation, and thus becomes a, positive affirmation.

§ III. Absolute Idealism.

Everything contains within itself a contradiction, and

this, as identity of the thesis and antithesis, constitutes its

essence. Schelling's conception of the identity of Subject

and Object was not exact. He assumed the reality of both

of these poles of the magnet ; and the identity he called the

point of indifference between them. These two extremities

were always separate, though identified. Hegel declared

that the essence of all relation—that which is true and posi-

tive in every relation—is not the two terms related, but the

relation itself. This is the basis of Absolute Idealism.

It may be thus illustrated : I see a tree. Certain psycho-

logists tell me that there are three things implied in this one

fact of vision, viz. a tree, an image of that tree, and a mind

which apprehends that image. Fichte tells me that it is I

alone who exist : the tree and the image of the tree are but

one thing, and that is a modification of my mind. This is

Subjective Idealism. Schelling tells me that both the tree

and my Ego are existences equally real or ideal, but they are

nothing less than manifestations of the Absolute. This is

Objective Idealism. But, according to Hegel, all these ex-

planations are false. The only thing really existing (in this

one fact of vision) is the Idea—the reZa^io?!. The Ego and

the Tree are but two terms of the relation, and owe their

reality to it. This is Absolute Idealism.

What does this Absolute Idealism bring us to ? It brings

us to a world of mere ' relations.' The Spinozistic notion of

' Substance ' was too gross. To speak of Substance, was to

speak only of one term of a relation. The Universe is but

the Universe of Ideas, which are at once both objective and

subjective, their essence consisting in the relation they bear to

each other,— in the identity of their contradiction. 'Spinoza

said God is Substance. I say that God is more than
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Substance ; lie is the Notion {Begriff) ; a definition whicli, in

my judgment, suflSces to re-establish the Freewill of man.'

Remark also that this Absolute Idealism is Hume's

Scepticism, in a dogmatical form. Hume denied the exist-

ence of Mind and Matter, and said there was nothing but

Ideas. Hegel in effect denies the existence of both Object and

Subject, since the only reality of either depends on its rela-

tion to the other. He blames Kant for having spoken of

Things as if they were only appearances to us (Erscheinungen

fur nns), while their real natuj-e {Ansich) was inaccessible.

The real relation, he says, is this : that the Things we know
are not only appearances to us, but are in themselves mere

appearances [nondern an sich blosse Erscheinungen)- having

their ground not in themselves but in the Absolute. The

real objectivity is this : that our Thoughts are not only

Thoughts, but at the same time are the reality of Things.*

For what we in ordinary language call Things are the acts

of Thought, by which the subjective modifications of sensory

organs are i)rojected as objects. Being and knowing are

one, or two aspects of one reality, two terms of one relation.

Being is the simple relation of object and subject viewed from

the objective aspect ; knowing is the same relation viewed

from the subjective asjiect.

This is the Philosophj'—not a Philosophy, rcmcmbei'—not

a system which may take its place amongst other systems.

No, it is the Philosophy par excellence.^ True it is, that

some of the young Hegelians, when reproached with the

constant changes they introduce, reply that it belongs to the

nature of Philosophy to change. But these are inconsiderate,

rash young men. Mature and sober thinkers (of Hegel's

school) declare that, although some improvements are possible

in detail, yet on the whole Hegel has given the Philosophy to

the world.

* ' Dass die Gedanki-n niclit bloss unsore GeJanken, sondem zugleich das Ansich

der Diiige und des Gcgenstandlichcn iib(rliaupt sind.'

—

Encylloiiiidie, § 41, p. 89
;

see lilso p. 97.

t Gesch. dtr PliUus. iii. 690.
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And this Philosophy is not simply a system of doctrines

whereby man is to giiide himself. It is something far greater.

It is the contemplation of the self-develoi^ment of the Abso-

lute. Hegel congratulates mankind upon the fact of a new

epoch having dawned. ' It appears,' says he, ' that the Woi-ld-

Spirit {Weltgeist) hns at last succeeded in freeing himself from

all encnmbrances, and is able to conceive himself as Absolute

Intelligence [sick als absoluten Geist zu erfassen). . . . For he

is this only in as far as he knows himself to be the Absolute

intelligence: and this he knows only in Science; and this Icnow-

ledge alone constitutes his true existence.' *

As for the system itself, we may leave to all readers to

decide whether it be worthy of attention, except as an

illustration of the devious errors of Speculation. A system

which begins with assuming that Being and Non-Being are

the same, because Being in the abstract must be conceived

as the Unconditioned, and so must Non-Being, therefore both,

as unconditioned, are the same; a system which proceeds

upon the identity of contradictories as the method of Philo-

sophy ; a system in which the only real positive existence is

that of simple Relation, the two terms of which are Mind and

Matter ; this sj'stem, were it wholly true, leaves all the ques-

tions for which Science is usefid just as much in the dark as

ever, and is therefore unworthy the attention of earnest men
working for the benefit of mankind.

The futility may be estimated by a glance at the solutions

of soluble problems which it offers. Nothing can exceed the

ingenuity of nonsense exhibited by Hegel when he treats of

questions which, as coming within the range of Verification,

should, if his system were true, pi-esent the most convincing

evidence of its truth. Newton (whom he calls a barbarian in

thought t) and the empirical school (which he despises as

' trivial ') he might ridicule to his heart's content, did he not

exhibit the spectacle of his own hopeless failure to solve the

problems approximately solved by Newton and the empirics.

* G,'sc/i. c/cr PhUos, iii. 689. t Ihui. iii. 4 17.
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A frieud, to whose revision this chapter is much iudebted,

urges, in defence of Hegel, ' that it is not the business of

Philosophy to discover particular empirical facts, but to

investigate the general relation between the Cosmos and the

thinking mind. Hegel's j^hilosophy is a kind of Darwinian

attenijit to show hoiv the objective woi'ld and the relation of

the subject to it gradually grows up.' This defence would

be final if the general relation were itself an algebraic ex-

pression of the particulars from which it was abstracted—in

other words if the general included the particulars, and was

not at variance with them. Unless natural selection were a

fact, Darwin's hypothesis would have a merely speculative

interest. It is because Hegel's dialectical process is at

variance with some of the best established conclusions of

science, that it is neglected.

Surely a system which has disclosed the highest truths,

ought to have some illumination for the lower truths t* A
man who has sounded the depths of Being, ought to be able

to state some of the sinijjle laws of Phenomena? A man
who can follow the development of the Cosmos, ought to have

some insight into cosmical laws ? But what is the fact in

Hegel's case ? He has not only failed to discover a single

law, or to establish a single induction in the region of natural

phenomena, but has vehemently opposed some of the best

established inductions of previous thinkers. In Astronomy,

Physics, Chemistry, Biology, Psychology—though all these

subjects have been treated by him—his systcin is utterly

useless.

Not only is it useless ; it is worse, it is pernicious. The

facility with which men can throw all questions into sys-

tematic obscurity by the aid of Metaphysics, has long been

the bane of German}'. In England and France we have been

saved from perpetuating the frivolous discussions of the

Schoolmen mainly because we have retained their nomen-

clature and terminology, and are warned by these from off

scholastic ground ; but the Germans, having invented a new

philosophical language, do not perceive that the new terms
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disguise old errors: they fail to recognise in Irrlicht the

familiar face o? Ignis fatuun.

Even a disciple admits that, with resj)ect to the exjjlanation

of Nature, ' it is dangerous to read here if one would preserve

one's respect for Hegel. ... all the essential greatness of

the man has dis.appeared for the time, as it were, behind a

dwarf.' ' Indeed, the instrument he has in hand brings

with it its own temptations to merely arbitrary pi-oducts, and

the bare show of a consistent and continuous rationale.'

Again :
' Strange how such a tough, shrewd, worldly man

should have so egregiously deceived himself! Because he

could new-classify and new-name, he actually thinks that he

new-knows and new-understands ! ... In regard to Hegel,

satisfaction and dissatisfaction are seldom far from each

other, but the latter predominates. If for a moment the

words light up, and a view be granted, as it were, into the

inner mysteries, they presently quench themselves again in

the appearance of mere arbitrary classification and artificial

nomenclature.'* A truer criticism was never written.

Beside it may be placed these sarcasms Hegel directed

against Schelling, sarcasms quite as applicable to his own

formalism :
' The dodge {der Pfiff) of such wisdom is quickly

acquired and is easy to put in practice ; once known, its

repetition is as intolerable as the repetition of an exposed

jugglery. It is as if a painter had but two colours, red and

green, with the former to depict historical subjects, with the

latter landscapes. This method of labelling everything in

the heavens above and on the earth beneath with names

from the general schema, and so arranging the Cosmos,

resembles the ticketing of skeletons, or closed cases in an old

curiosity shop.' t Or, as Mr. Stirling in one of his wild out-

bursts exclaims :
' The fact is, it is all maundering, but with

the most audacious usurpation of authoritative speech on the

mysteries that must ever remain mysteries.'

* Stirling: &crct of Hcgvl, ii. pp. 523, 522, 66. 3Ir. Stikung's admiration for

Hegel's philosophy by no means blinds him to many of Hegel's defects,

t Hegel : Ph'dnomcnohgic dea Geistcs. Vorrede, p. 40.
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When Hegel is dealing -with History or with Nature, the

wortlilessness of his Method, and palpable failure of its

application, are manifest. No better illustration can be

named than his treatment of Newton, whose device, 'Physics

beware of Metaphysics," he says may be translated, ' Science

beware of Thought ;
' which ' precept the followers of Newton

have faithfully followed.'* Was there ever a more audacious

misrepresentation ? Newton and his followers dispensing

with Thought, because they tried to keep within the limits

of verification ! Hegel further adds that, so far from Newton's

optical theor}^ being ' a model of observation and reasoning,

it is a modi'l of what observation and reasoning should not

be.' Let a sample or two of Hegel's own industry be placed

beside that of Newton, and the reader may draw his own
conclusion.

I. The position of our planet in the Cosmos renders it

peculiarly fitted to be the cradle of Mind ; but in order that

this should be, the planet had to give up its pristine form,

and suffer many cataclysms. In these catastrophes it was

the unborn spirit of Humanity which unconsciously worked

in the bowels of the Earth, preparing its future domain.

This is assuredly not Newtonian ; but it has a curious and

instructive affinity with a speculation of Auguste Comtc's,

when that great thinker had lapsed into the Subjective

Method, from which his earlier speculations were so happily

free. In his latest work we read :
' 11 est permis de supposer

qne notre planete, et les autres astres habitables, furent doues

d'intelligence avant que le d^veloppement social y devint

possible. Alors la terre vouait ses forces a jjreparer le sejour

de I'Humanite.' f

II. Physicists have speculated much about Heat ; this is

Hegel's explanation : ' Heat is the restoration of heavy

* Hkoel: Getciichle der Phil. iii.-447.

t AuGCSTE Comtk: Syniliise subjective, 18.56, p. 10. In a very interesting and

erudite work. Time and Space, by Mr. Shadwohtii Hodgsok, 186.5, p. 400, there

is a notice of several coincidences in the speculations of Hegel and Cointe, which,

however, are mainly formal ; the real resemblance lies in tlieir subjective pro-

cedure.
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Matter to its formlessness, its fluidity; the triumpli of homo-
geneous Matter over the specific determination of its out-of-

itselfness ; its abstract Continuity as Negation of Negation

(the Form) determined ; i.e. thrown into activity.'

III. In the development of Humanity we are told by

Hegel that the races are moments. The Negro race is the

Natural Mind in itself {der natiirliche Geist als solcher) ; the

Mongolian shows the Mind conscious of its opposition to

this natural form, and tending to rise above it; the Cau-

casian is the Free Mind : Mind returned to the absolute unity

in itself.

IV. Passing over many di'oUeries of deduction respecting

organic phenomena, we may pause at the explanation of the

infant's first cry :
' While animals are born dumb, or only

express their pain through moans, the child expresses the

feeling of his wants through cries. Through this ideal activity

the child from the first manifests himself as penetrated by the

conviction that he has a right to demand from the outward

woi'ld the satisfaction of his wants—that the independence of

the outward world is a niiUity in regard to Humanity.' *

V. One more sample is all that I can find space for ; it

shall be drawn from Art. Music has for its material, tone.

What is tone ? The inner trembling of a sonorous body

;

consequently, the world of Sense is forsaken by Music, and

the world of inner Emotion is exclusively acted on by it.

This is why Music is the most subjective of all the Arts.

Is it needful to ask the reader whether Newton and the

followers of Newton were justified in neglecting Thought

which had such products as these ? Biit Mr. Stirling, who

is not blind to the absurdities in Hegel's explanation of the

external world—who has, indeed, truly said :
' Hegel is always

pedagogue-like ; with him naming is explaining '—never-

theless remains a devout disciple, and after admitting the

failure of the Philosophy of Nature, says, ' that one glance

at the Science of Logic or the Philosophy of Sjiirit restores

* Hegel : EncyJclopSdie, § 396, p. 93. The previous examples are culled from

the same work. There is much more ejusdcm farins.
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tlie balance, and forces a recognition of Hegel as the absolute

master of Thought.' We must not therefore leave these eflPorts

unnoticed.

§ IV. Hegel'.s Logic.

Philosophy being the contemplation of the self-develop-

ment of the Absolute, or, as llegel sometimes calls it, the

representation of the Idea {DardeUniui do- Idee), it first

must be settled in what directions this develojjment takes

place.

The process is this. Everything must be first considered

per ae [an sich) ; next in its negation, as some other thing

(Anders-seyn). These are the two terms— the contradictories ;

but they must be identified in some third, or they cannot

exist ; this tliird is the Relation of the two (the Ammd/ilr-

sirhseijn). This is the affirmation which is founded on the

negation of a negation : it is therefore positive, real.

The Absolute, which is both Thought and Being, must be

considered in this trii)le order, and Philosophy falls into three

parts :

—

I. Logic, the science of the Idee * an und fur sich.

II. Natuke-philosopht, as the science, of the Idee in its

Andersseyn or externality.

III. Philcsophy op Intelligence, as the Idee which has

returned from its otherness to itself.

Logic, in this system, has a very difierent meaning from

that usually given to the word. It is, indeed, equally with

the common logic, an examination of the forms of Thought

;

but it is more :—it is an examination of Things no less than

of Thoughts. Its object may thus be formulated :
' The

exposition of God in his eternal essence previous to the

c-reation of Nature and a finite Mind.' f It is ' the diamond

* The Idte is but another term for the Absolute, 'the adequate Notion, the

objectively True, or the True as such.' (Lngii, iii. 236.) AVe shall use it, rather

than Idea, because the English word cannot be employed without creating unneces-

sary confusion. t Logik, i. 33.



HEGEL'S LOGIC. C0:3

net in which the Universe is woven.' As Object and Subject

are declared identical, and whatever is true of the Thought

is equally true of the Thing, since the Thought is the thing.

Logic, while taking the place of the ancient Logic, is at

the same time Metaphysics. It exhibits the genesis of all

abstract ideas. Consequently it contains the whole system

of Science, whose parts are but the application of this Logic.

Hegel's Lofjic is contained in three volumes of dry abstrac-

tions. It is a representatiou of the Idee, in its process of

pure thought, free from all contact with objects. It is wholly

abstract. It begins with pure Being. This pure Being, iii

virtue of its purity, is unconditioned ; but that which has no

conditions has no existence : it is a pure abstraction. Now
a pure abstraction is also the Nothing {das Nichtif) : it also

has no conditions ; its unconditionalness makes its nothing-

ness. The fir jt proposition in Logic is, therefore, ' Being and

Non-Being are the same.'

Hegel admits the proposition to be somewhat paradoxical

;

but he is not a man to be scared by a paradox, to be shaken

by a sarcasm. He is aware that stupid Common-Sense will

ask, ' whether it is the same if my house, my property, the air

I breathe, this town, sun, the law, mind, or God, exist or not.'

Certainly, a very pertinent qiiestiou : how does he answer it ?

'In such examples,' he says, ' particular ends—utility, for

instance—are understood, and then it is asked if it is in-

different to me whether these useful things exist or not ? But,

in truth. Philosophy is precisely the doctrine which is to free

man from innumerable finite aims and ends, and to make him

so indifferent to them that it is really all the same whether

such things exist or not.' Not only does Philosophy thus

waive aside the objection as irrelevant, it also points out that

the objection is illogical, since it applies to concrete and

determinate Being the proposition which is enounced res-

pecting abstract and indeterminate Being. He thiis meets

the objection in a passage which Mr. Stirling translates as

follows :

—

' It were vain to seek to meet on all sides the perplexities
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into -wliicli ordinary consciousness, in the case of such a

logical i>roposition, misleads itself, for they are inexhaustible.

It is possible only to notice a few of them. One source of

such i^erplexity, among others, is that consciousness brings

with it to the consideration of such abstract logical position,

conceptions (representations) of a concrete Something, and

forgets that thciv is no question of any such here, but only of

the pure abstractions of Being and Nothing, and that it is

these alone which are to be held fast.

' Being and Non-being ai'C the same thing ; it is, (horefore,

the same thing whether I am or am not, whether this house

is or is not, whether these hundred dollars are or are not in

my possession. Such inference or such aj^plication of the

proposition alters its sense completely. The Proposition

contains the pure abstractions of Being and Nothing ; the

application, on the other hand, makes of these a determinate

Being and determinate Nothing. But, as has been said, the

question here is not of determinate Being. A determinate,

a fniite Being, is such as refers itself to others ; it is a com-

plex which stands in the relation of necessity with many

other such, with the whole world. As regards the recipro-

cating system of the whole, Metaph^'sic might advance the

—

at bottom tautological—allegation, that were a single dust-

atom destroyed, the whole universe would collapse. In the

instances ojjposed to the position in question, something

appears as not indifferent, whether it is or is not, not for the

sake of Being or Non-being, but for the sake of its Import,

which Import connects it with other such. If a determinate

complex, any determinate There-being, be presupposed, this

There-being, because it is determinate, is in manifold relation

to other complexes ; it is not indifferent to it, then, whether

a certain other complex with which it stands in relation, is

or is not ; for only through such relation is it essentially

that which it is. The same thing is the case with conception

(Non-being being taken in the more determinate sense of

conception as against actuality), in the context of which the

Being or Non-being of an Import, which is conceived as
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determinately in relation with something' other, is not in-

different.'

To Hegel's own explanation let us now add Mr. Stirling's :
—

' Pure Being and Pure Nothing are absolutely identical

—

they are absolutely indistinguishable. It is useless to say

Nothing is Nothing, but Being is Something : Being is not

more Something than Nothing is. We admit Nothing to

exist ; Nothing is an intelligible distinction ; we talk of

thinking Nothing and of perceiving Nothing : in other words,

Nothing is the abstraction from every discrimen or particu-

larity. But an abstraction from every discrimen, does not

involve the destruction of every or any discrimen : all dis-

criraina still exist ; in Nothing we have simply withdrawn into

indefiniteness. This Nothing, then, of ours still implies the

formed or definite world. Precisely this is the value of Pure

Being : when we have realised the notion Pure Being, we

have simply retired into the abstraction from all discrimina,

but these—for all our abstraction and retirement—still are.

Pure Being and Pure Nothing, then, point each to the abso-

lutely same abstraction, the absolutely same retirement. In

both, in fact, Thought, for the nonce, has turned its back on

all its own discrimina; for Thought is all that is, and all

discrimina are but its own. In fact, both Being and Nothing

are abstractions, void abstractions, and the voidest of all

abstractions, for they are just the ultimate abstractions.

Neither" is a concrete ; neither is, if we may say so, a reale.

What, then, is—What actu is—in point of fact is—is neither

the one nor the other ; but everything that is, is a awoXov, a

composite, of both. This is remarkable— that the formed

world should hang between the hooks of two invisible ab-

stractions, and, at the same time, that every item of the

formed world should be but a avvoXov of these two invisible

abstractions. We cannot handle Being here and Nothing

there, as we might this stone or that wood
; yet both stone

and wood are composites of Being and Nothing : they both

are and are not—and this in more senses than one. They are

—that is, they participate in Being. They are distinguish-



606 HEGEL.

able, tliey involve difference ; difference implies negation

:

that is, they pai-ticij^ate in Non-being. The stone is not the

wood, the wood is not the stone : each, therefore, if it is, also

is not.'

Need we insist on the violation of the dialectical Method

which is implied in these arguments '? If the process of

negation is true of the abstract indeterminate, it must be

equally true of the concrete determinate. If Pure Being

is the same as Pure Nothing, then is particular Being the

same as particular Nothing, unless there is a breach of con-

tinuity in the passage from abstract to concrete.*

I may remark, however, that many minds startled by the

paradox of Being and Non-Being, and especially puzzled to

conceive the existence of Non-Being, nevertheless cherish an

analogous conception. They are astonished at Hegel's say-

ing, ' Non-Being exists, for it is a Thought.' Yet they are

quite comfortable in the assurance of an existing Space

which is assuredly only a Thought, and one having all the

characters (or characterlessness) of Non-Being. Besides

Matter, ihoy presuppose an empty Space, in wliich Matter

exists and moves. It is true they do not conceive this Space

to be the same as Matter
; yet, if they hold fast to the logical

position, that to know what a thing is we must also know

what it is not, omnis determinatio est negatio, the Hegelian

deduction ought not to surprise them. Again : the popular

conception of Inertia as a property of Matter, is the personi-

fication of a negation ; Inertia being the incapacity of a

body's changing its state, this simple negative becomes

transformed into a positive ; and men speak of ' quantity of

Inertia,' ' force of Inertia,' 'overcoming Inertia,' and so on.

More examples might be adduced ; but these will sulfice to

* The friend before referred to urges: 'The abstract relation Being = Nothing

ceases to be true when wc get even as far as the eategorj' of Something ; for

Something docs not = Nothing, but Another thing, i.e. a more concrete negation.

A something is determinate by being of a particular kind, by being what it is as

distinguished from every other something ; but it is only so determinate as the

expression of every other somelliing, to the whole universe of somethings to which

it is related, and its relation to which makes it to be of a peculiar character.'



HEGEL'S LOGIC. 607

show that if Hegel is paradoxical in regarding Negation as

one of the moments of the Infinite Process, analogous ab-

surdities are cuiTent in the popiilar Metaphysics.

To return, however. The first proposition has given us the

two contradictories ; there must be an identity—a relation

—

to give them positive reality. As pure Being, and as pure

Non-Being, they are sheer abstractions which have no reality
;

they are mere potentialities. Unite them, and you have the

Becoming {Werden), and that is reality. Analyse this idea of

Becoming, and you will find that it contains precisely these

two elements,—a Non-Being from which it is evolving, and

a Being which is evolved.

Now these two elements, which reciprocally contradict each

other, which incessantly tend to absorb each other, are only

maintained in their reality by means of the relation in which

they are to each other ;—that is the point of the magnet

which keeps the poles asunder, and by keeping them asunder

prevents their annihilating each other. The Becoming is the

first concrete Thought we can have, the first conception

:

Being and Non-Being are pure abstractions. As abstrac-

tions, they are distinguishable in Thought, although

not separable in reality. They are so related as to be at

once the same and different. The difference is negation.

Being is the Ansichseyn or Selfness ; it must pass into its

opposite, Andersseyn or Otherness (Asunderness), and in the

passage it becomes Reality, An und fur sich seyn, or lu-and-

for-its-selfuess.

This return of Itself into Itself through its Otherself, is one

of the logical sleights most difficult to follow. Two cardinal

objections may be made to it : First, that it is absolutely

unthinkable, cannot be construed to the understanding,

however it may be phrased. Secondly, the passage from

Abstraction to Reality is only intelligible by the aid of such

conceptions as Time, Space, Movement, &c.

I. It is absolutely unthinkable. Try to follow in thought

the movement of a point out of itself into another, and back

again into itself enriched by that other. That A may pass
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into B, there to be united with B, resolved into it, and form

another unity, C, is conceivable ; the acid combines with its

opposite, or base, and forms a salt, which is the synthesis of

two opposites. But this is seen to be possible because the

opposites are real ; were the base an acid, or the acid an

alkali, no such synthesis would be possible, the union would

give no salt, but simply an addition. In the Hegelian process

no synthesis is possible, because no real opposition is pre-

supposed. The abstraction. Being, is the same as Non-Being.

These are two moments, the two termini of an oscillating

pendulum, the convex and concave surfaces of one curve.

But the one moment, the one terminus, the one surface, can-

not pass out of itself into the other. The ' out-of-itselfness ' is

a metaphor destitute of conceivable import. When negatived.

Being is not out of itself, still less is it another ; for it is

not at all. But, even if we overlook this insuperable obstacle,

we cannot render conceivable the assumed result of the

process ; we cannot conceive any enrichment of Being when

it returns into itself—unless in the course of the passage it

has incorporated some foreign positive elements. ' Existences

are the concretions of the Abstract.' With aU my heart !

Only do not pretend that in the simple process of concretion

—a formal change—there has been any. material addition.

The dirty water which you have condensed from your fog,

existed already as dirty vapour of water. ' The Beginning,'

says Hegel, ' is not the pure Nothing, but a Nothing from

which Something is to be evolved : Being is thus from the

first included in the Beginning. The Beginning thus includes

both Being and Nothing; it is the unity of the two—or is Non-

Being which is at the same time Being, and Being which

is at the same time Non-Being.'*

The passage of a thing out of itself into another, without

loss of self, is simply inconceivable. Hegelian logic recon-

ciles the contradiction by adopting it. The ' other ' is with

him the ' same.' Something (Ehvait) and Another {eiu

• Lfyii, i. p. 63.
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Anderes) are both, he says,* in the first place Something

existing (Daseyende oder Etivas) : secondly. Each is equally

Another. If we call one existence A, and the other B, then

B is in the first place determined as the Other. But A is

equally the Other of B. Both are in the same way Others.

To fix the difference, and the affirmative Something, there is

the word This. But this simply says that the distinction and

drawing out of a Something is subjective, and is outside the

Something itself. Thi^ includes no difference ; all and every

Something are just as well this,'

When a man manipulates language in this way he can

reconcile any incongruity ; but neither by this, nor by any

other means, can we construe in thought the movement of A
into not-A, and its return again as A completed and enriched

—still less the movement of one empty Abstraction towards

another empty Abstraction, and the consequent evolution of

a full concrete. In his exposition of the Becoming, he declares

' the Becoming of Essence, its reflected Movement, is the

Movement of Nothing to Nothing, and, therethrough, back

again to itself. The passage, or Becoming, suppresses itself in

its passage ; the Other, which becomes in this passage, is

not the Non-Being of a Being, but the Nothing of a Nothing
;

and this negation of a Nothing constitutes Being. 'f If it be

said that the concrete Existence is implied in the abstract

Being and Non-Being—that we must by the laws of thought

so conceive this—the answer is that in such a case Existence

is not evolved from the two, but is presupposed in them.

Now it is Hegel's pretension to have evolved Existence from

the Law of Contradiction ; whereas the Contradiction of

A-not-A does not give C ; the oscillation of Being and Non-
Being remains an alternation of Being and Non-Being, it

does not give Existence.

So far from the necessary laws of Thought forcing us to

Hegel's conclusion, his conclusion directly violates those

laws. His Nothing is an unthinkable beginning. It is so

* Lngik, i. p. 115. f I'j'd. ii. p. 15.

VOL. II. RE
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on Lis own principles : for he says that Thought is Specifica-

tion, and if Nothing is to be thought, it must be specified

(bestimmi), and thus be Something. As Feuerbach epigram-

matically puts it : Wer Nichts denkt, denJct eben nicht.* If

Logic has any voice in the matter, it proclaims that Hegel's

Nichfs is unthinkable, since he presents it as a Nothing out

of which Something is to issue. The same Logic protests

against his Seyn, or unconditioned Being, as a beginning

;

for if it is, as he says, a pure abstract in which there is no-

thing to be intuited, nothing to be thought, how can we make
this unanschauharen and undenlebaren abstract a conceivable

priusP If Being is unconditioned, and Non-Being is un-

conditioned, whence the conditions ? If the beginning is a

couple of contradictory abstracts, where is the origin of their

concretes ?

11. This leads me to the second cardinal objection, namely,

that Hegel presupposes the very elements he pretends to

evolve ; and while declaring that he starts from pure abstracts

which in the dialectical pi'ocess will become concretes, he

does in fact quietly introduce the elements of Experience,

and invokes the Categories. Thus, unless to the pure Being

and pure Nothing we add other elements, the dialectical

process itself is unthinkable. A will l-emain immovably A,

and B will remain B. One addition Hegel implies, namely,

that of Development, Werd(ni. The contradictory couple is

resumed in the unity of realization. Let us grant him this

third factor. No sooner is it granted than we discover that

in it Movement must be presupposed, and Movement pre-

supposes Space and Time. These cannot be set aside as

subjective merely ; they are not so regarded by Hegel, for in

his system they and all other subjective categories are objec-

tive likewise, and he regards Space and Time as Forms of

Being. Ti'endelenburg f has pointed out the necessity of

* FEiTEBBAcn : Kritik der HigeCschcn Philosophk ; in his I'hi/os. Krilihen und
Grundsat:e. Wt-rkc, ii. 224.

+ TRKNDF.i.p.xnuuo : Ixitfische Untersuchutigen, 18G2, i. 38. 'Das rDine Spyn,

eich selbst gkich, ist Riihe ; das Nichts— das sich selbbt Gleiche— ist ebcnfalls Ruhc.
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Movement, and Hegel's entire ne<jlect of any attempt to

deduce it. One may remark, indeed, the significant disregard

of this all-important category throughout the exposition.

Perhaps Hegel considered that it was involved in the dia-

lectical process. But tlus process itself is an assumption not

otherwise warranted. The only passage I can recall in which,

there is a pi'etence of a deduction, is that in which he makes

Movement the product of Negation. Speaking of the old

atomic conception that the Void is the source {Quelle) of

Motion, he remarks that ' this has not the unimportant

meaning that a thing can only move in a Void,, and not in

space already occupied ; in this sense the Void would only be

the assumption or condition of Motion, not its ground or

reason. The view that the Void is the ground of Motion

includes the deeper thought that in Negation generally lies

the ground of Becoming, the unrest of Self-movement. The

Void is the ground of Motion only as the negative relation of

the One to its negative,that is to say, of the One to itself,which

is nevertheless affirmed as There-Being [ah Daseyendes gesetzt

ist).'* Elsewhere, when treating directly of Motion, he defines

it as ' the affirmation of the identity of Space and Time in

Place.'t But in no passage that I remember has he escaped

the charge of having throughout presupposed Movement as

equally indispensable with Being and Non-Being in the pro-

duction of Existence. So that instead of the two contradicto-

ries, the two moments, three are necessary, the third bringing

with it two others, Space and Time, thus making five prmcipia

in lieu of one principimn.

Hegel admits that the transition from Ideality to Reality,

from the Abstract to Concrete Existence, from Space and

Time to theii- appearance as Matter, is inconceivable to the

understanding, /ur den Verstand ^mhecjveiflich.X But it may be

said to be equally inconceivable to the speculative Reason

Wie komrat aiis der Einlieit zweier ruheiulon Vorstellungen das bewegte Werden

lie.raus?' Comp. also Shadwoiith IloDGSOti: Space and Time, p. 374. Schelling

was the first to make this objection.

» Logik, i. 178. t E/uyklopdJu; § 261. * Loc. cit.

R K 2
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upon any principles aJmittod by liini ; it is simply asserted,

not deduced.*

Nor does the objection end here. ' Develoiinient,' he says,

' is not only the unit}' of Being and Nothing, but is unrest in

itself.' The unrest will only be a movement of Being to

Being—a formal change—it cannot be a movement from One
to Another, unless an otherness be presupposed, and difference

already exist ; still less is it conceivable as a movement from

Being to Nothing. Hegel might say that the otherness was

indissolubly involved in the gi'ound of contradiction, Deve-

lopment having for its moments Birth and Death. Yet accord-

ing to an}- conceivable process Birth is a metamorphosis of

Being, a new form ; and Death is the resolution of that into

other forms ; in each case the passage is from Being to Being,

not from Nothing to Being and from Being to Nothing.

Let us, however, no longer pause in the exposition ; we shall

have to criticise the system when its outlines are before us.

Enough has been said respecting the basis, we may now
glance at the snperstnicture.

In the dialectical ^jrocess Qaalitij is the first negation : it

is the reality of a thing. That which constitutes Quality is

the negation which is the condition of its Being. Blue, for

example, is blue only because it is the negation of red, green

purple, &c. ; a meadow is a meadow only because it is not a

vineyard, a park, a ploughed field, &c.

Being, having suffered a Negation, is determined as Quality

—it is Something, and no longer an Abstraction. But this

something is limited by its very condition ; and this limit,

• My friend objects that my argument ' involves the identification of Becoming

with physical development [as indeed it does], which of course takes time and

requi-es space. .So you may say dws thinking. It does in one sense. It takes

some people ten years or a lifetime to pass from the premisses to the conclusion
;

but the premisses lead to the conclusion immediately as a mere relation helvieen

ideas, and the process no more requires time or space than it requires time or

space for twice two to make four. [Surely time is required to think even this

relation, and there is movement of thought from one t<!rm to the otlier ?] If this

is 80, and it be admitted that Hegel is dealing with ideas and relations between

them [but he means these relations to be physical no less than mental] and only of

" movement " in this sense, your objection that he begins with five principia falls

to the ground."
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this negation, is external to it : hence Something implies

Some-other-thing. There is a This and a That. Now the

Something and the Some-other-thing, the This and the That,

are the same thing. This is a tree ; That is a house. If I go

to the house, it will then be the This, and the tree will be

That. Let the tree be the Something, and the house the

Some-other-thing, and the same change of terms may take

place. This proves that the two are identical. The Some-

thing caiTies its opposite (other-thing) within itself ; it is con-

stantly becoming the other-thing. Clearly showing that the

only positive reality is the Relation which always subsists

throughout the changes of the terms.

He teUs us that perception gives us the ideas of Now,

Here, This, &c. And what is the Now ? At noon I say,

' Now it is day.' Twelve hours afterwards I say, ' Now it is

night.' My first affirmation is therefore false as to the

second, my second false as to the first : which proves that

the Noiv is a general idea ; and as such a real existence inde-

pendent of all particular Nows.*

The reader who envies the brain-whirl of a sj)inning Der-

vish may seek this enjoyment in the work now under notice.

Such a succession of logical puzzles andjuggling solutions has

never been presented since the days of Aquinas. It is true

that every now and then we meet with a suggestive remark, a

penetrating analysis, a drastic refutation of some absurdity

current in the schools. But these irradiations of the nebula

only make its unsubstantial quality more aj^parent. In the dis-

cussion of Phenomena and the Ding-an-sich, there is masterly

superiority. It would, however, call for more space than is at

my disposal, to exhibit it intelligibly. Let us merely note the

declaration that the ' Thing in itself is the empty absti-action

from all conditions, and just because it is thus removed from

all conditions it is removed from all knowledge.' But instead

of remaining within the critical circle, and declaring know-

ledge of Things impossible, Hegel argues that the true an

* FhdnoKenohgie des Gcistcs, p. 86.
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sick of Things is their Essence and this is precisely that

•which is knowable, the phenomcuou being not the unsub-

stantial phantom of an unknowable but the actual manifes-

tation, the reality of the essence.*

Recommending the greater jjart of this second Book to

metaphysical students, I pass on to glance at the third,

which sets forth the nature of the Notion, Concept {Begrif).

The Notion (Begrif) is the truth, or union, of Being {Seyn)

and Essence (Wesen), which are expounded in the two first

books. Its evolution is the construction of the universe,

namely, the world ofTruth and Reason, that which really is.

And here maj- i)rofitably be placed the view which Hegel

entertains of Truth. In the Encyhlopiidie he rejects the

common confusion of Truth with Accuracy, declaring that

men commonly speak of a judgment as true, when it is only

correct. A correct judgment expresses only the formal

agreement of our ideas with their content, let that content

be what it may. ' On the other hand Truth consists in the

agreement of the object with itself, that is to say, with its

Notion. It may be correct to say that some one is ill, or has

stolen something ; but such a meaning (Tnhatt) is not true,

because a diseased body is not in accordance with the Notion

of Life, nor is theft an action which accords with the Notion

of human activity.' f In contrast to the old Logic, which

regarded Truth as the agreement of notions with objects,

* ' Dcm Dingc ohncecine Eigcnschaften Ijlcibt dcswcgon niclits als das abslrakte

An-sich-scyn, ein unwcs«ntliolier Uinfang und iiusserlichfs Zusammenfassen. Das
walirhafto An»ioliscyn ist das Aiisicliseyn in Beiiicm Gcsetztseyn; dieses ist die

Kigonsoliaft. Dumit ist die Dingheit in die Kigenschaft iibergegangea.' Logik, ii.

133. To understand the real thoiiglit of Hcgol here the student should meditate

the section on iJefinition (Logik, iii. 280 eq.). If the exposition is not clear to him,

he may with profit read Taink : I)e FIntelligence, 1870, vol. ii. lirre iii.

t Encyklofjodic, % 172, p. 334. Compare .ilso iMjih: F.inleilnn(j,f.1i. It is

repeated by his disciple Euumanx : PsychologUche Uriefc, 3"' Aufl. 1863, p. 63. This

strange conception of truth is not original with Heoel; it liad been announced by

Basuiu. His maxim 'wliatever contains no contradiction within itself must

exist,' seemed to be opposed by the fact that immoral actions, which were con-

tradictions of morality, did exist ; in answer to this objection, he declared that ' such

actions only contradict what the immoral man wHU to he, imagines he can be, not

what he t» : the true man cannot bo immoral.' Babdlli und Reinholo, op. cit. p. 65.
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the modern Logic, lie says, starts from the position that only

that which Thought presents resjsecting Things is the truly

True.* And with au etymological reference, familiar to him,

he remarks that thing and think are closely allied.

This position becomes intelligible, and explains his famous

paradox, ' whatever is real is rational, and whatever is rational

is real,' when we learn that he adopted the realistic view of

Universals—Platonic Ideas t—and he is consistent in main-

taining that 'a thing has only reality in its Notion; in as far

as it is different from its Notion it ceases to be real, and is a

nothingness ; this nothingness is its palpable and sensuously

external side

—

die Scite der Uandgreiflichkeit, und des simi-

lichen Ausscrsicliseyns gehort dieser nichtigen Seitc an.'\ Things,

the transitory and perishable individuals, are not real, or

only real in as far as they are universals. The oak is real as

tree, namely, that which is universal in oaks, beeches, limes,

oleanders, &c., in other words its notion. Only by means of

its universality can a thing enter mind which is universal. §

When we say that we have the notion of a thing, what

is meant ? That its qualities or jiroperties
||
have entered our

minds through the senses. But although we intend to desig-

nate it as a ' thing,' we unconsciously declare that we have

received from it a general ' notion ; ' and our notion of it con-

stitutes its essence. Tor although in the act of perception

our senses are directed to it individually, we are unable to

seize it except through general notions. In saj'ing ' this

house,' I may intend to designate an individual thing, but I

cannot at the same time help designating the general notion

' house,' while ' this ' again is another general notion.^

* ' Jene legte amlich zu Grunde, dass das, was durchs Denkeu von tind an dfin

Dingen erkaunt wei'de, das allein an ibnen wahrhaft Walire sey ; somit uicht. sio

in ihrer Unmittelbarkeit, sondern sie erst in difi Form des Denkens erhoben, als

Gedachte.' Logik, i. 27.

t Logik, i. 12. t Bid. i. 34.

§ ' Das-Begreifen eines Gegenstandes bestelit in der That in nichts Anderem,

als dass Icb deuselben sich zu eigen macht, ihn durcbdringt, und ihn in seine eigme

Form, d. i. in die AUgemeinheit welche unmittelbar Bcitirnnithiit, oder Bestimmtheit,

wclcbe unmittelbar AUgemeinheit ist, bringt.' Logik, iii. 15.

11
On properties, comp. Logik, i. 113, and ii. 124.

1 ' Die ompirische Welt denken heisst vielmehr wosentlich ilire empirische Form
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Notions are either general or particular, and as siich exist

in every individual tiling. They are neither abstract nor

distinct from the thuigs in Avliich they exist. The notion is

primarily general, but its dialectic impulse forcing it to set

limits to itself, it becomes particular by the negation of

itself; and this particulai'isation, which is indeed only the

negation of the general, comes into existence in each indi-

vidual.*

Now let us trace the genesis of the Notion, or rather its

affirmation as the Truth of Being and Non-Being. The

b€(finnin(j, apxv, gave us Being in general (the Notion in

general), cleared from every particularity, away from every

determination. But this Notion, by its own dialectic im-

pulse, was forced to deny itself, and pass over {iibergchen)

to its opposite, Non-Being, equally free from every form

or particularity. Eeturuing to itself thus enriched, it

affirmed itself as Essence {Wesen) on the one side, and as

Truth on the other.

In the Philosophy of Ifintonj we read that speculative

cognition has proved Reason to be Substance as well as

Infinite Power, ' its own Infinite Material underlying all the

natural and spiritual life which it originates, as also the

Infinite Form,—that which sets this Material in motion. On
the one hand. Reason is the substance of the Universe ; viz.

that by which and in which all reality has its being and

subsistence. On the other hand, it is the Infinite Energy of

the Universe ; since Reason is not so powerless as to be

incapable of producing anything but a mere ideal, a mere

intention—having its place outside reality, nobody knows

where ; something separate and abstract,' in the heads of

certain human beings. It is the infinite complex of things,

their entiie Essence and Ti'uth. It is its own material which

nmdndcm and sie in pin Allgcmeines verwandeln ; das Denken iibt zuplpieh eino

negative Thatigkc-it auf jene Grundlase hhs; dcr wnhrgonommene StofF, wenn er

durch Allgemcinhpit bestimmt wird, Ueiht nUht in seiner ersten cmpirischen

Gcstalt. Es wird dor innere Gthalt des Wahrgenommcnen mit Entfemung und
A'fya/(OM der SeLale herausgehoben.' Enci/klopiidie, § 50, p. 108.

* Comp. PhdnomenofnffU, the early sections, and Logik, iii. Vom Bigriff tin

AUgevieinen. I
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it commits to its own Active Energy to woi-kup; not needing,

as iinite action does, the conditions of an external material

of given means from which it may obtain its support, and

the objects of its activity. It supplies its own nourishment,

and is the object of its own operations.'

The movements of the planets take place according to

unchangeable laws. ' These laws are Reason implicit in the

phenomena in question. But neither the sun nor the planets

which revolve around it can be said to have any conscious-

ness of them.'

Elsewhere we read :

—

' The simple Infinity or the absolute Notion is the simple

essence of Life, the soul of the world, the universal blood,

which, everywhere present, is rendered turbid and discon-

tinuous by no difiFerence, rather is itself all differences and

their suppression, thus pulsating in itself without moving

itself, trembles in itself without unrest. It is the self-equal,

for the differences are tautologous, they are differences

which are none. This self-equal essence has therefore only

relation to itself. To itself: this implies another to which

the relation refers, and the relation to itself is rather the

separation in two {das Entzweien), or in other words, that

self-equality is an inner difference.' * He thus stumbles

upon the question which he says has vexed Philosophy : How
can difference come from pure essence ? He answers it in

the same way as he answers the question. How can the

Infinite become Finite ? Namely, by restating the question

—by declaring that the Infinite is at the same time the

Finite, t The difference is included in the self-equality.

' The Unity, from which we are told that Difference cannot

issue, is in fact only the one moment of the Duplicity (Ent-

zweittng) ; it is the abstraction of Simplicity which is opposed

to Difference. But inasmuch as it is an abstraction, only

one of opposites, it is the Duplicity.'

This looks like logical legerdemain, but it has its ground

in the very jDrinciple of his system, the identity of Object and

* Phdnomcnolugie, p. 126. t Logik, i. 161.
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Subject, which we shall have hereafter to notice more full}'.

Here is a passage which throws strong light on what has

just been read :
' I distinguish ni^-self from myself, and it is

therein immediate for me, that this distinguished is not

distinguished.' *

Let us continue our exposition without involving ourselves

in debates that would be interminable. What has already

been stated may be summed up in the assertion that De-

velopment is the process of the univei-se. Dialectics the

subjective aspect of the process. The Notion which developes

itself externally into Nature, developes itself through Self-

consciousness into God. Or, to phrase it with Schelling

:

' Nature is only the visible organism of our understanding.'

How docs this take place ? Mr. Stirling shall answer :

—

* Self-consciousness is the universal, the all-common (as in

German), or the Common whole that is : hut it thinks itself;

and HfcJf thought is to itself its object, its negative, its par-

ticular, which so is just the particular of the universal. But

so long as itself is to itself in the form of object, or other,

which it considers, it has not completed the act of thought

:

that act is completed when it returns, as knowledge, to itself

as singular, that is, from the particular back into the imi-

versal. This is the single secret of Hegel ; and his obscurest

writing is but an abstract, and so almost mystifying de-

scription of all this.'

And in further elucidation of this identity of self-conscious-

ness and the universe, read this passage :

—

' Hegel coolly accepts the new position—demands no proof,

supplies no proof—only sets to work new-arranging and

new-labelling. All is ideal, and all is substance, but all

must have the schema of subject. Nature is but the other of

Spirit, and the Logical Idea unites them both. This is parallel

to the scheme of Spinoza, Extension, Thought, and Sub-

stance. The general schema is to be considered applicable

also as particular, or as method. All are ideas ; they must

be classified, then— thrown into spheres, objective, subjective,

* I'JUiAomawIoffie, p. 129.
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and so on. The logical are the common categories—the

secret machinery of the whole—the latent, internal, invisible

skeleton.

' Say a pool of water reflects the world above. Now, let

there be no above, but let the pool still reflect as before.

The pool, then, becomes in itself reflector and reflexion,

subject and object—Man. Restore now again the ahove

which we withdrew, the above that was reflected in the pool

—the mighty blue gulf of the universe ; and call that the

reflexion of a mightier—to us invisible—pool, which is thus

also reflector and reflexion, subject and object, but, as pool

of all pools, God. This is an image of Hegel's world. He
will have no Jenseits, no Yonder and Again; all shall be

Diesseits, a perpetual Here and Now. God shall be no

mystery ; he will know God. He wiU apply the predicates

and name the subject. The logical formulae are the real

predicates of God. God is that real and concrete—not that

unreal and abstract, not that nonentity and nowhere that is

understood as le dieu franrais, the Dieu of the Philosophes,

the Gallic God, the infidel God. Being and Non-being are

the ultimate secrets of the universe, the ultimate and essential

predicates of God.'

§ V. Panlogism.

ByJErdmann, Hegel's system is happily characterised as

—Eaalogism rather than Pantheism, since instead of present-

ing the universe as the evolution of God, he presents it, and

God also, as the evolution of the Logos, the concretion of the

Abstract Idea. God only comes iuto existence when the

Notion developes into Self-consciousness.

We have glanced at the Process and its evolutions in

Logic ; let us now glance at its evolutions in Nature and

History. In the former we had only to deal with abstrac-

tions ; and it was no difiicult matter for Hegel to exhibit the

* genesis of ideas '—the dependence of one formula upon

another. Verbal distinctions Avere sufficient there. But
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verbal distinctions avail nothing in attacking the problems

presented by Nature ; in endeavouring to give scientiiic

solutions, Nature is not to be coerced. Aware of the

difficulties—seeing instinctively that the varieties of Nature

could not be reduced to the same simplicity as the varieties

of the Idee—as Thought had been reduced in his Logic—
Hegel asserted that the determinations of the Idee in its

exteriority could not follow the same march as the determina-

tions of the Idee as Thought. Instead of generating each

other reciprocally, as in the Logic, these determinations in

Nature have no other connection than that of co-existence
;

sometimes indeed thcj' appear isolated.

"SYhen we look abroad upon Nature, we observe an endless

variety of transformations. At first these seem without

order; on looting deeper, we find that there is a regular

series of development from the lowest to the highest. These

transformations are the struggles of the Idee to manifest

itself objectively. Nature is a dumb Intelligence striving to

articulate. At first she mumbles; with succeeding efibrts

she articulates ; at last she speaks.

Every modification which the Idee undergoes in the sphere

of pure Thought it endeavours to express in the sphere of

Nature. And thus an object is elevated in the scale of

creation in so far as it resumes within itself a greater number

of qualities : inorganic matter is succeeded by organic, and

amongst organised beings there is a graduated scale from

the plant up to man. In man the Idee assumes its highest

grade. In Reason it becomes conscious of itself, and thereby

attains real and positive existence—the highest point of

development. Nature is divine in principle (aw sicli), but

we must not suppose it divine a« it exists. By the Pan-

theists Nature is made one with God, and God one with

Nature. In truth. Nature is but the exteriority [Aetmer-

lichkeit) of God : it is the passage of the Idee through imper-

fection [Ah/all der Idee). Observe, moreover, that Nature

is not only external in relation to the Idee, and to the sub-

jective existence of the Idee, namely, Intelligence ; but
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exteriority constitutes the condition in virtue of which Natui'e

is Nature [sondcrn die Aeusserlichkeit macht die Bestimmung

aus, in ivelcher sie ah Natur ist).

The Philosophy of Nature is divided into three sections

—

Mechanics, Physics, and Organics. Into the details, we

are happy to say, our plan forbids us to enter ; or we should

have many striking illustrations of the futility of that

Method which pretends to construct the scheme of the world

a ijriori. Although he asserts that Nature is only there in

order to be known,* he is forced to admit that much is un-

known ; but this is becaiise Nature is too impotent (ohnmachtig)

to obey Reason evei'ywhere ; she exhibits much that is mere

chancework and insignificant. Experimental philosophers

—Newton especially—are treated with consistent contempt.

Hegel is not a timid speculator ; he recoils from no conse-

quence ; he bows down to no name ; he is impressed by no

fact, however great. That Newton's speculations should be

no better than drivel, and his ' discoveries ' no better than

illusions, were natural consequences if Hegel's theories were

true. That all Europe had been steadily persevering in

applying Newtou's principles, and extending his discoveries,

—that Science was making gigantic strides, hourly im-

proving man's mastery over Nature, hourly improving the

condition of mankind,—this fact, however gi-eat it might

appear to others, when coupled with the other fact, that

upon the ontological Method no discoveries had yet been

made, and none seemed likely to be made—appeared to

Hegel as unworthy of a philosopher's notice. The interests

of mankind were vulgar considerations, for which there

would always be abundant vulgar minds. The philosopher

had other objects. ' Philosophy dwells in the region of self-

produced ideas, without reference to actuality.'

What then was Philosophy, in his view ? It was the

substitution of Thoughts (Categories, or more precisely

• f?o also God only exists in as far as He is known :
' Ein Gott, der sich nicht dem

Menschen zu erkennen gate, ware gar kein Gott.' Franz und Hilleet : HegeTs

rhilosvphk in wortliclum Am::ugen : Einleitung, p. xviii.
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Notions), iu place of particular ideas {Vorstclhuigen)—it was

the movement of pure Thought as thought, abstracted from

all content ; it was therefore not amenable to canons of

Experience, which dealt only with the concrete perishable

phenomena. And hence, if Philosophy is in his hands

found flagrantly at variance with Science, that may cause

distress to the followers of Empiricism, but will in no

wise disturb him. To all the contradictions presented by

Experience, he will answer, Contradiction is the essence of

Philosophy.

The third and last part of Hegel's system is the Philosophy

of Intelligence. Therein the Idee returns from Nature to

itself, and returns through a consciousness of itself.

Subjectively, the Idee first manifests itself as a Soul ; it

then returns upon itself, and becomes Consciousness ; and

finally affirms itself as an Object to itself, when it is Reason.

By this it preserves itself.

' For Thought is that Universal—that Species which is im-

mortiil, which preserves identity with itself. The particular

form of Spirit not merely passes away in the world by

natural causes in Time, but is annulled in the automatic

self-mirroring activity of consciousiiess. Because this

annulling is an activity of Tliought, it i& at the same time

consen'ative and elevating in its operation. While, then, on

the one side. Spirit annuls the reality, the permanence of that

which it IS, it gains on the other side, the essence, the

Thought, the Universal element of that which it only was [its

transient conditions]. Its principle is no longer that imme-

diate import and aim which it was previously, but the essence

of that import and aim,

' The result of this process is then that Spirit, in rendering

itself objective and making this its being an object of thought

on the one hand destroys the determinate form of its being,

on the other hand gains a comprehension of the universal

element which it involves, and thereby gives a new form to

its inherent principle.'
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Objectively the Idee manifests itscilf as Will, and realises

itself in History and in Law.

The Subjective and Objective manifestations being thus

marked out, we have now to see in what manner the identity

of the two will manifest itself. The identity of the Objective

and Subjective is the Idee, as Intelligence, having conscious-

ness of itself in individuals, and realismg itself as Art, as

Religion, and as Pliilosophy.

The ' Lectures on the Philosophy of History,'* is of all his

works perhaps the most interesting to the general reader

;

and is the only one that has been translated into English.

The following ideas will be sufficient to give an indication of

the method.

History is the development of the Idee objectively—the

process by which it attains to a consciousness of itself by

explaining itself.f The condition of Intelligence is to know

;

itself; but it can know itself only after having passed
\

through the thi-ee phases of the method, namely, affirmation, '

negation, and negation of negation, as the return to con-

sciousness endowed with reality. It is owing to these phases

that the human race is perfectible.

^tates. Nations, and Individuals represent the determinate

moments of this development. Each of these moments

manifests itself in the constitution, in the manners, in the

creeds, in the whole social state of any one nation. For this

notion it is we call the spirit of the age : it is the only

possible truth, and by its light aU things are seen. But vdth

reference to the absolute Idee, all these particular mani-

festations are nothing but moments of transition—instru-

ments by which the transition to another higher moment is

prepared. Great men are the incarnations of the spu'it of

the age.

• Werlr, is.

t History is a sort of Theodicea ; the merit of origiDality, however, which Hegel

chiiras (Einleitimff, p. 20), is due to Vico, from whom he has largely borrowed
;

Vice expressly calls his New Science a C'ifil Thcoloy;/ of Divine Providence. See

his Principi di una Sciema Nuova, translated by Michelet : La Science nouvelle.
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It is not every nation that constitutes itself into a state :

to do that, it must pass from a family to a horde, froui a

horde to a tnbeTaTOl-ifrCTtrTr^SSfe^ie^-state. This is the

loriiial^ealisation of the Idee.

But the Wee nuistliiwe-flrthAj^tixronTrhi^lttojijiveloiHiiiself.

'\ The Earth is that theatre ; and the Earth, as the geographical

basis of History, has three great divisions:— 1. The moun-

tainous regions. 2. The plains and valleys. 3. The coasts

and mouths of rivers. The first represents the primitive

condition of mankind ; the second the more advanced con-

dition, when society begins to be formed ; the third, when,

by means of river-communication, the activity of the human

race is allowed free development in all directions, particu-

larly of commerce. This is another of the ideas of Vico,*

and is in contradiction to all history.

The great moments of History are four. 1. In the Easl we

|[
have the jiredominance of substantiality : the Idee does not

' know its freedom. The rights of men are unlcnown because

the East knows only that one is free. This is the childhood

of the World. 2. In Greece we have the predominance of

individuality. The Idee knows that it is free, but only under

certain forma, that is to say, only some are free. Mind is

stinjuixedwith Matter and finds its expression therein ; this

^Tpri-^sinrtJaRennty" This is the yoiithhood of the World.

3. In Rome we have ojujosition between the Objective and

Subjective : the political universality and individual freedom

both developed, yet not united. This is the manhood of the

world. 4. In the Teutonic Nations we have the unity of the

contradiction—the Idee knowing itself; and instead of sup-

posing like Greece and Rome that some are only free, it

knows that all men are free. This is the old-age of the

^orld ; but although the old-age of body is weakness, the

old-age of Mind is ripeness. The first form of government

* La Science nouvellc, livre i. cli. ii. § 97.
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which we see in History is Despotism ; the second is Demo-
cracy and Aristocracy ; the third is Monarchy.*

On i-eading this meagre analysis, the ingenious sjjecu-

hitioiis of the original will scai'cely be recognised. Such is

the art with which Hegel clothes his ideas in the garb of

Philosophy, that we, though aware that ho is writing fiction,

not history, and giving us perversions of notorious facts as

the laws of historical development ;—telling us that the Spu'it

of the Woi'ld manifests himself under siich ana such phases,

when it is apparent to all that, granting the theory of this

World-spirit's development, the phases were not such as

Hegel declares them to have been ;—although we are aware

of all this, yet is the book so ingenious that it seems almost

tinfair to reduce it to such a caput Tnortuum as our analysis.

Nevertheless the principles of his philosophy of History are

those we have given above. The application of those princi-

ples to the explication of the various events of History is

still more ingenious.

Hegel's Philosophy of Relujion has in the last few years

been the subject of bitter disputes. The schisms of the young

Hegelians—the doctrine of Strauss, Feuerbach, Bruno Bauer,

and others—being all deduced, or pretended to be deduced,

from Hegel's system, much angry discussion has taken place

as to the real significance of that system. We leave the

matter to theologians ; and for the present only notice Hegel's

fundamental ideas.

It is often a matter of wonder to see how Hegel's Method

is applied to all subjects, and how his theory of life can be

brought to explain every product of life. This is doubtless

a great merit ; and it inspires disciples with boundless con-

fidence. Few, however, we suspect, have approached the

subject of Religion without some misgivings as to the appli-

cability of the Method to explain it. Probably the triumph

is great when the applicability is shown to be as perfect here

as elsewhere. Of this our readers shall judge.

Hegel of course accepts the Trinity ; his whole system is

* Philosophic der Gcschichtc, p. 128.

VOL. II. .S S
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Trinitarian. God the Father is the eternal Idee an und fiir

sirh : that is to say, the Idee as an imconditioncd Abstraction.

God the Son, engendered by thg Father, is the Idee as Anders-

xeyn : that is to say, as a conditioned Reality. The separation

has taken place which, by means of a negation, gives the

Abstraction real existence. God the Holy Ghost is the

Identity of the two; the negation of the negation and perfect

totality of existence. He is the Consciousness of himself as

Spirit : this is the condition of his existence.

God the Father was before the World, and created it.

That is to say, he existed an sich, as the pure Idee, before ho

assumed any reality. He created the World, because it is

the essence of his being to create {es gehort zu seinem Segn,

Wesen, ScJiopfer zu seyn). Did he not create, then would his

own existence be incomplete.

The vulj,'ar notion of theologians is that God created the

world by an act ; but Hegel says that the creation is not an

act, but an eternal moment,—not a thing done, but a thing

perpetually doing
;—God did not create the world, he is eter-

nally creating it. Attached also to this vulgar notion, is

another less precisely but more commonly entertained ;

. namely, that God, having created the world by an act of his

will, lets it develope itself with no interference of his ; as

Goethe somewhere ridicules it, he ' sits aloft seeing the world

go.' This was not the doctrine of St. Paul, whose pregnant

words are, ' In him we live, and move, and have our being.'

We live in God, not out of him, not simply by him. And
this is what Hegel means when he denies tliat the creation

was a single act. Creation was, and is, and ever will be.

Creation is the reality of God : it is God passing into activity,

but neither suspended nor exhausted in the act.

This is all that we can here give of his Philosophy of Reli-

gion; were we to venture further, we should only get ourselves

entangled in the thorny labyrinth of theological problems.

Let us pass therefore to his History of Philosophy, which,

according to him, is the history of the development of the

Idee as intelligence. This development of thought is nothing
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more than the various transitions which constitute the

moments of the absolute Method. All these moments are

represented in histoiy ; so that the History of Philosophy is

the reproduction of the Logic under the forms of intelligence.

The succession of these moments gives to each period a par-

ticular philosophy; but these various philosophies are, in

truth, only parts of the one philosophy. This looks like the

Eclecticism of Victor Cousin ; and indeed Cousin's system is

but an awkward imitation of Hegel : the Frenchman has

either misunderstood, or has modified, the views of his

master.

Historically speaking, there have been, according to Hegel,

but two philosophies—that of Greece and that of Germany.

The Greeks conceived Thought under the form of the Idee
;

the moderns have conceived it under the form of Spirit. The

Greeks of Alexandria arrived at unity ; but then unity was

only ideal, it existed objectively in thought. The subjective

aspect was wanting: the totality knew itself not as subjective

and objective. This is the triumph of modern philosophy.

The moments have been briefly these :—1. With Thales and

the Eleatics, the Idee was conceived as pure Being : the One.

2. With Plato it was conceived as Universal, Essence,

Thought. 3. With Aristotle as Notion {Begriff). 4. With
the Stoics, Epicureans, and Sceptics, as subjective Notion.

5. With the Alexandrians as the totality of Thought.

G. With Descartes as the Self-Consciousness. 7. With

Fichte as the Absolute, or Ego. 8. With Schelliug as the

Identity of Subject and Object.

§ VI. Criticism of Hegel.

Of all celebrated thinkers Hegel is the most difficult to be

understood. His very disciples and commentators are ready

to deny each other's interpretations ; and according to a

current epigram, Avhich though probably mythical has never-

theless the truth of a myth, Hegel himself declai-ed that only

one of his disciples had understood him—adding with a sigh
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' and he misunderstood me.' No greater condemnation of a

s^'stem could be uttered.

The first difficulty is Hegel's stj-le. It is a serious one.

Not that he writes the shameless, slovenly, confused style of

Kant; far from it; his sentences are well constructed, the

expression somotimes eloquent and powerfully epigrammatic*

But he has a repulsive terminolog}', and a habit of always

preferrmg the abstract expression to the concrete, which

after a while gives the reader a sense of being raised above

our mother earth into an atmosphere extremely rarefied and

slightly mephitic.f This, however, is by no means the

worst. With due patience, the terminology may be mastered,

and the abstractions may be translated into intelligible

concretes. The real exasperation begins with our detection

of his slipperiness and ambiguity: 'The sense is often

multiform, like a gypsy's pi-ophecy or the scrolls of the

alchemists.' This felicitous description is by an ardent

disciple,! who elsewhere confesses § that ' Hegel often uses

words in their directly derivative sense, that this sense and

the usual sense as it were coquet with each other into a \

third sense.' Is not this indeed the application of his

dialectical Method to language ? -'

In his Logic he makes it a special merit of the German
language that more than all other modern languages it

permits of this ambiguity, many of its words containing not

only different but directly opposed meanings ' so that a

speculative spirit in the language is not to be overlooked.'
||

He takes occasion to comment in a special section on the

* What can be finer than his retort upon the vulgar phrase ' no man ie a hero

to his valet—not because the hero is not a hero but because the valet is a valet ' ?

Again a few lines further on ho saj-s that Thersites is a standing 6guro for all

times : if he does not always get beaten, as in Homer, his envy and egotism rankle

in his flesh, and the undying serpent that gnaws him is the pang of seeing his

suggestions and vituperations wholly without influence on the course of events.

P/ii/os. dcr Geschichle, p. 40.

t On this point compare what he says Eiin/klopfidie, § 3, p. 7.

} Stiki.ino: Secret of Hegel, I, 67.

§ Ihid. 254.

I Hegei, : Logik. Vorrcdc znr zweiten Ausgabe. Comp. also p. 27.
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word aufheben, which, having the contradictory meanings of

to su2:)press and to preserve, plays an immense part in his

system. ' It is striking to find language,' he says, 'using the

same word for two contradictory predicables. To speculative

thought, it is gratifying to find words which have a speculative

meaning in their own selves. The German language has a

considerable number of them.'*

He is fond of revealing philosophic principles involved in

ordinary terms, and his derivations are often as ingenious

as they are etymologically incorrect. If we were to derive

' Devil ' from ' Do Evil,' in defiance of jjhilology which proves

it to be derived from Diaholus, we should pursue his plan

when he dei'ives Judgment, Urtheil, from Ur Theil, as ' the

primitive separation of the Notion,'t in defiance of philology

which proves urtheilen to be the old German ordalen 'to

tell'— whence ordalie 'narrative,' and our English 'tale.'

And so of many others.

Diificult as the st^de is, there is a greater difficulty in

placing ourselves at Hegel's point of view, seeing the argu-

ment as it is seen by him. This indeed is the main difficulty

in all systems which have a different basis from our own

system. We incessantly introduce our own point of view

;

and when this introduction produces, as often it must pro-

duce, a manifest disturbance, we are but too ready to assign

the discrepancy to the system we oppose, and thus credit it

with the contradiction we have created. This is inevitably

the case in our study of Hegel, unless we are vigilant. He
so often insults common sense, and so flagrantly disregards

the conclusions established by exj^erience and science, that

the exasperated readerjudging him fr-om these standing points

is tempted to turn away in disgust ; or lets the book fall from

his hands in the weariness of perpetual want of sympathy.

Yet, as even those who have been most perplexed and wearied

* Loqik, i. 110. The translation in the text is by Mr. Stirling, op. eit. i. 356.

f Ibid. iii. 63, 65. This, however, is not original -with Hegel; I find it in

Baedili's &ni.ndriss dtr erstcii Logik, 67, where Vrthcil is the direction of Thouglit

towards an object, quasi divisio primaria objecH.
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will admit that Hegel Avas neitliei" a fool nor a lunatic, it is

clear that if he disregards the objections of Common Sense

and Empiricism, it must be because he refuses to recognize

their claims to be heard at all in questions of Philosophy.*

And so it is. Two things excite his measureless contempt:

1. The psychological investigation of the necessary limita-

tions of Knowledge—that is to say enquiries into the genesis

of ideas— and 2, the attempt to gain insight into philo-

sophical problems by using Exi^erience as a platform. In-

ductive Psychology, and Empirical Inductions, except when

confined to the vulgarest purposes of Science, he doffs aside
;

and justly, since if their claims be admitted, his system

tumbles into ruin.

Taking his stand ujion the identity of Being and Knowing,

which was the undisputed platform of Philosophy in his

country, he saw that since Nature was thus simply the ex-

ternality of Mind,—if the order in phenomena is identical

with the order in ideas,—a complete explanation would be

given could the process of Thought be explained.

The laws of Thought would be the laws of things thought.

The laws of Thought as Thought, constitute the science of

Logic. But instead of accepting the ancient division of

Logic and Metaphysics, or the laws of Thought and the laws

of Things, we must, he said, absorb the two into one, and

present a Logic which is also a Metaphysic. The categories

will thus form the skeleton of the universe.

The process of Thought, its dialectical movement, is Thesis

(Affirmation), Antithesis (Negation), and Synthesis (Unity)

;

otherwise Premiss, Judgment, and Conclusion. This also

must be the process of objective evolution, namely. Being,

Non-Being, and Becoming—Possibility, Actuality, Reality,

—

Generality, Particularity, Singularity. The dialectical move-

ment is a concretion of the Abstract, a si^ecification of the

• He would have smiled at the epipram in which M. Ott expresses the feeling

of ordinary readers, struck with the absurdity of the Method of Negation :
' Or l.i

negation la plus claire en ceci, e'ost la negation du seas commiin, c'est le renverse-

ment de toute la logique humaino.' Heffel et la Philosophie allemande. Paris, 1844,

p. 98.
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General, a differentiation of the One into the Many, and the

return again of the Many into the One—a birth, a develop-

ment, and a death which is also new birth.

Just as physicists generalize all particular phenomena

into their Laws, and then treat these as the eternal verities

and immanent causes of change, so Hegel having seized the

abstract and eternal categories or general laws of Thought,

saw in them the immanent causes of all changes, inward and

outward. Finding a process of incessant negation, or limi-

tation, underlying all specification, he erected this principle of

Contradiction into the generating process.

It is thus I endeavoiu- to rethink his thought. Whatever

estimate one may form of it, one must at least acknowledge

a rigid consistency very unlike the chaotic lunacy it j)resents

fi'om an outside view. The great problem before him was

how to interpret the co-existence and succession of phe-

nomena ? which presented itself in this question. What is

the relation of the subjective to the objective ? His solution

proceeds on the assumption, common to all metaphysical

systems, that the processes of Creation are revealed in Thought,

but he carried this assumption further by a&i-nung an identity

where more timid speculators saw only a mirroriiuj, or intu-

ition. He remarks of Empiricism ' that instead of seeking

the True in Thought itself, it endeavours to draw it from

Experience of the inward and outward present.' * It seeks

concretes, particulars, and raises them into general concepts,

propositions, laws. ' But this, however, has only the meaning

that such generalities—e.g. Force—have no further reach

than such as is given in Perception, and only refers to the

demonstrable connexion of phenomena.' ' The rigorous

logic of Empiricism, inasmuch as it limits itself to the Finite,

altogether denies the Suprasensible, or at least the knowledge

of it, and leaves to Thought only Abstraction and formal

Universality and Identity. The fundamental illusion of

Empiricism is this, that it employs the metaphysical cate-

* Encyklopadie, § 37.
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gories of Matter, Force, besides tliose of One, Many, Univer-

sality, Infinitude, &c., moreover bj- means of these concludes,

tliereb3- presupposing tlie forms of Conclusion, and in all this

never suspects that it is metaphysical.' Empiricism has

only Perception, and Perception is always of the singular and

transitory ; whereas knowledge refuses to remain standing

still here, but seeks, in the singular and transitory, what is

universal and permanent. This is Experience. Its instru-

ment is analysis. But here it commits the error of supposing

that when it has analysed objects it leaves them as it found

them ; whereas it has transformed the concrete into the

abstract. Its diflerences are abstract specifications, i.e.,

Thoughts. ' Since then these thoughts represent what the

Things are in themselves, we return to the old metaphysical

assumption that the truth of Things lies in Thought.'* In

a word, Empiricism fails wholly to reveal Universality and

Necessity.

'The critical philosophy of Kant in common with Emi)iri-

cism accepts Experience as the only ground of knowledge,

but this knowledge is only that of phenomena, not that of

Truth.' But Kant drew Universality and Necessity from

another source, the spontaneous or a priori determinations

of Thought. These categories constitute the objectivity of

Experience.f Wherein then does Hegel difler from Kant ?

In this, that Kant regarded the identity of object and subject

as an identity limited to Consciousness— it was a truth of

Experience ; but transcendentally it was no truth at all, for

no such conceptions as those of object and subject could be

transcendentally applied. Hegel tearing down the barrier

between Experiential and Transcendental—denying the exis-

tence of the assumed Ding an sick—made the identity in Con-

sciousness an absolute identity. Thus while Kant affirms

the categories to be applicable only to phenomena, to our

. subjective condition, and to have no application whatever to

things in themselves, Hegel, utterly denying the dis-

• Op. «7. I 38. t 0/).Ci7.§ 40, 4].
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tinction between phenomena and noumeua, declaring the

Ding an sich to be a thought, obliterates the distinction

between objective and subjective, uniting them in a higher

category ; and he is thus led to regard the categories as physi-

cists regard laws.

Before proceeding to exhibit the point of intersection and

the derivation of Hegel from Kant, it may be useful here to

say a word on the distinction of Objective and Subjective.

Hegel remarks an essential defect in Kant's view of the

categories, that it does not consider them in themselves, but

only whether they are objective or subjective. The ordinary

sense of objective, is whatever is external, and only to be

reached through perception. And since such categories as

Causality have not this objectivity, not being given in per-

ception, Kant declared them to be subjective, belonging to the

spontaneity of Thought. But he also named what is thought

(more pai'ticularly the Universal and Necessary) objective,

and what is only felt, the subjective. The contradiction is

only superficial. Sensations are subjective in as far as

they are ours only—mine, not yours, or his—and thus in-

capable of being communicated. But thoughts are objective

in as far as they are every one's,—they carry their own
signatures, and are universally inteUigiblo—they admit of

demonstration, or being shotvn to others. Thoughts are

objective, in the sense of being independent of every subject ;*

and they are the permanent ; whereas feelings are only of the

transitory ; thoughts are of the general, whereas feelings are

only of the singular.

This distinction which Kant has brought out we also find

in the language of culture. Thus in judging of a work of

Art, we are required to take the objective not the subjective

point of view, that is to say not the i^articular fancy and

mood of the spectator, but the higher vision of Art in its

nature and esseuce.f

* A fallacy. Thoughts are not independent of but common to the subjects.

Take away the t)iinking subjects, and the asserted independence vanishes,

t Encykloj>adie, § 41, Zusatz 2.
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But Hegel, rejecting the Kantian position that even tliis

latter form of objectivitj' is after all only subjective, sinc(^

the categories are only our forms, and are divided by an im-

passable chasm from things in themselves, declares 'the

true objectivity of Thought to be this, that thoughts are not

onl}' our thoughts, but are at the same time the in itselfness

of things and objects in general.' Although it is perfectly

true that the categories are not immediately contained in

sensations, but belong to Thought, it bj' no means follows

that they are therefore only ours, and not also conditions of

the objects.*

From Hegel's point of view, uamely that of Absolute

Idealism, this is indisputable. The identity of object and

subject being afi&rmed, whatever is true of the oue must be

equally true of the other. According to Kant, whatever we

think is false (transceudeutally) because it is our thought

;

according to Hegel, whatever we thiuk is true, because we

think it. He says :
' Kant pretends that the ideas or notions

of things are conveyed to us by means of general forms called

Categories ; and he adds that by means of these,viz.. Quantity,

Quality, Relation, and Modality—we form a synthesis « priori

without any cooperation on the part of our senses. But

Kant, who in affirming this had entered on the path of truth,

was not able to deduce from his principles all the con-

sequences. In the remainder of his philosophy he has em-

braced that common eiTor which affirms that ideas or notions

of things are fortuitous abstractions made by the mind, and

that things are absolutely impenetrable to us. Proceeding

further oil the course which Kant abandoned too soon I have

an-ived at a reconstruction of Logic. 'f

It is here the point of intersection may be found. Hegel

complains that Kant has not deduced his Categories, but

simply taken those which the old books of Logic furnished.

* EticyklopadU, § 42, Zusatz 3.

t 2'he Subjective Logic of Hegel, translated by H. .SL05rAN and J. Wallox,
London, 18So, p. 19. This liUle work, not a translation but a digest of some
portions of the Subjective Logic, can be recommended to tho English reader about

to commence the study of Hegel.
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Whence does the Ego, which is simply the abstract unity of

self-consciousness, derive its concrete determinations, or

forms ? This deduction is Hegel's special object. But

without pausing here to examine its validity, let us ask,

How does the Logical become Real, how are the Forms of

Thought shown to be at the same time Forms of Things 'P

The answer must be sought in the identification of the

Notion with the Absolute. ' Being and Essence are but

moments of its Becoming ; it (the Notion) is, however, their

ground or fundaynen, their Truth, as the identity in which

they have perished and are contained. They are contained

in it because it is their Result, but no longer as Being and

Essence ; they have these specifications only so far as they

have not returned into Unity.'* Kant's Categories are

functions of the understanding which have no content, being

simply formal and deriving their material from Sense. But
Hegel, dissolving the assumed opposition of Sense and Under-

standing, denied the asserted distinction of formal and

material to be other than logical. He thus materialized the

Categories.

Having thus, not without effort, tried to present the system

as a coherent deduction, we have now to ask : Is the founda-

tion solid ? Can we accept this revelation of the process by

which the universe is evolved ? Can we accept the Logic

as an organon of discovery ?

I. As an organon. It claims to deduce the multiple phe-

nomena of the universe as concretions of the Abstract Idea

through its immanent dialectical movement. It holds the

keys. Now the first remark to be made is that this Method is

not in the least the deductive Method it pretends to be. It

gives us a Rubric and pretends to give a Deduction. By De-
duction we reach unsuspected truths, undisclosed particulars.

A verbal generality discloses nothing but verbal applications
;

* ' Seyn unci Wesea sind insofern die Momente seines Werdens ; eraberist ihro

Gnindlage und Wahrheit, als die Identitat in welcher sie untergegangen und
enthalteu sind. Sie sind in ihm, weil er ihr Eesultat ist, enthalten, aber niclit

mfhr als Seyn und als AVesen ; diese Bestimmungen habeu sie nur insofern sie

noch nicht m diese ihre Einlieit zuriickgegangen sind.' Logik, iii. 5.
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a generality gatliered bj Iiiductiou from phenomena is

seen to have wide-reachmg applications and illuminations of

obscure places. Once let the elements be given, and from

them we can deduce the resultant, before that resultant has

yet been manifest to sense :—the existence, and local posi-

tion of a planet, with its orbit, can be deduced from the

elements of perturbation in the movements of other planets.

Hegel's Rubric has no such reach. It can but assign a

place to discoveries already made. No single unexpected

disclosure was ever made by it ; many undeniable disclosures

obstinately refuse to be included in it. It has excited awe

and admiration by its universality of application ; and there is

something truly fascinating in this appearance of grasp.

Admitting that it is no Organon of discovery, we might still

prize it highly as a vast Classification— were the Classifica-

tion only valid, natural, serviceable, instead of being arbitrary

and useless, useless because arbitrary'. Its pervading vice is

the metaphysical vice of dealing with abstracts in disregard

of the concretes from which they have been, or ought to

have been abstracted ; consequently whenever we restore the

discarded concretes we disclose the futility of the scheme.

The friend, ali-eady referred to, objects that in this passage

I am * arbitrarily assuming the point of view opposite to

Hegel's, who conceives that Knowledge is abstract or void

of definiteness before it is concrete or defined. He would

say that it is a mistake to suppose that our first knowledge

of a physical phenomenon is concrete, that the phenomenon

is concrete to us when we first become aware of it. It

only becomes so gradually as we compare it with other phe-

nomena and relate it to all its conditions.' Unquestionably

I am assuming the opposite point of view to Hegel's. I

conceive that he altogether misrepresents the genesis of

experience, and that he confounds a confused conception

with an abstract conception, when he supposes that our

sensible experiences are abstract before they are concrete.

The obliteration of particulai's, which is Hegel's plan, is a

very different procedure from the suhsumption of particulars
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and their expression in a syiiibol, whicb is the Notation of

Science. Take an example : when a man is killed by the fall

of a tile from the house-top, he is not killed by the tile

itself, says Hegel, ' since the effect is only produced by the

acquired velocity— that is to say the man is killed by Time

and Space

—

der Menschwird durch Ramnund Zeit todkjesclda-

(jen !
'* The absurdity here arises from disregarding the tile,

its mass and cohesion, as factors in the result. Does he

suppose that if a snowball acquired the velocity of a cannon-

ball it would equally shatter a parapet? The physicist is

at liberty to disregard all particulars, if he subsumes them in

his notation, e.g. whether the projectile be of wood, iron,

brick, or water is indifferent to him ; all that his formula

jieeds is a given density, mass, with a given velocity.

Another example : the instinct of Reason, Hegel says,

necessarily seeks the purification of the Notion. When a

Law first appears it is impure, shrouded in, the particulars of

Sense, and the Notion which constitutes its nature is sunk in

Sense. Reason endeavours to free it, and thus raise it out

of its imprisonment in the moments of conditioned Being.

' Thus the relation of Acid to Base and their movement

towards each other make a Law, in which these opposites

appear as bodies. But these separated things have no

reality ; the force which tears them asunder, cannot hinder

them immediately from imiting again, for they exist only

in this relation. They cannot remain for themselves, like a

tooth or a claw, and so be shown. That their essence consists

in passing over into a neutral product, makes their being an

iii-itself-subsumjjtiov, (Ansichau/gehobenem — which may be

paraphrased ' that whose essential character is its tendency

to suppress itself)—or an Universal; and Acid and Base

have only truth as Universal.' f

It is perfectly true that an Acid has only the significance

of an acid in reference to a base, and vice versa. But the body

which is acid in reference to a base, exists quite irrespective

* Phiiiwmeiw/ogic, p. 192.

t Encykhpadk, § 261.



638 IIECKL.

of the base ; and Hegel's assertion that it is non-existent in

itself, becomes the more untenable when juxtaposed to the

assertion that a tooth, or a claw, exists foi- itself. The tooth

and claw are only tooth and claiv in relation to the objects

bitten and clawed, as an acid is only an acid in relation to

the objects it oxidizes.

But this arbitrary suppression of integral factors is syste-

matic with Hegel; indeed he proclaims it to be the instinct

of Reason. Thus, to take an illustration from another sphere,

when he declares that ' Sjiinoza thinking Substance is nothing

but the Xotion developintj itself as substatirc,' he is consistent

with his assumption of the History of Philosophy being only

the successive stages of the evolution of the Idee. He would

say that in consequence of this necessary evolution, Spinoza's

personal existence was needless, the successive stages would

have gone on had there been no Spinoza. It is in this sense

we so often hear that gravitation would have been dis-

covered had Newton never lived. There is truth in the

remark, but it suppresses an implied condition, namely, if

not Spinoza and Newton, then some other mind or minds of

equivalent force ! Are we to suppose that Gravitation would

disclose itself; or that Science in the abstract, floating away

from scientific thinkers, would evolve the, law ?

Throughout his historical, no less than throughout his

speculative labours, may be noticed this arliitrary suppression

of concretes which do not fit into his scheme. This is seen

in his Phanomenolofjie which pretends to expound the evolu-

tion of Consciousness through History. As Haym truly

says : ' It is no presentation of how the Spirit of the World

has evolved itself, but how it might have done so, and must

have done so had it accommodated itself to the scheme of the

abstract theory of Consciousness. The historic figures are

thrown chaotically together. The selection is absolutely

arbiti'ary. When the wTiter is familiar with some historical

figure, or has recently met with it in his reading, he seizes

on it as a symbol of a necessary and inevitable stage of

developing Consciousness. Yet if the spu-it of the French
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Revolution is elevated to this dignity, one sees not wliy tlie

characteristic spirit of Puritanism in its struggle against

Charles I. was not worthy of a similar regard. If the

transition from the classic to the Middle Ages is raised into

typical significance, how comes it that the not less remark-

able transition of the renaissance is unnoticed ? ' *

The source of the error here, as in so many other cases, is

the fallacy which deals with an abstract in forgetfulness of

its concretes ; because Reason detaches the law from the

particulars expressed by the law ; this, which is at first only

an artifice of Notation, becomes, in forgetfulness of its origin,

a reliance on the law as self-subsistent, as ' freed from its

imprisonment ' in particulars ; and thus fi-eed, thus pvmfied,

the law seems to acquire a higher validity. Hegel

believes that he has deduced the process of tl\e world from

the Idee ; and it is no doubt trae that he has explained how
all the special notions we frame of the process, may be

regarded as gradual evolutions of the Absolute Notion, how
all concretes may be regarded as concretions of the Abstract.

But inasmuch as it is equally easy to ascend from the

special notions to the general notion, from concretes to their

abstract, and thus reverse the scheme of evolution, we are

called upon to decide between these two processes. Our

decision cannot be doubtful when we perceive, as quickly we

may perceive, that Hegel draws nothing out of his Absolute

but what he had previously put into it ; he can deduce no

special notions except those which have already been sujjplied

through special experience. His Rubric only embraces the

already known. Had not experience furnished him with con-

cepts of Motion, Quality, Quantity, Becoming, Reality, Space,

Time, Thought, and the rest, he could not have exhibited

them as evolutions of Being and Non Being, pure and simple.

In one word, the truth of things is not to be attained by

the suppression of particulars, but by their comprehension in

a general concept. The Universal which is a negation of

* Hay.m: Hegel und seine Ziit, 1857, p- 212.
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particulars, is a phantasm ; the Universal which is a notation

of particulars, is a scientific artifice.

II. As a revelation.—On a first acquaintance the system

looks more like an old philosophical ragshop wherein the

exjjloded fallacies of Antiquity and the Middle Ages—the

frijjpery which was once the finery—are ofl'ered for sale.

Those primitive errors, which one hoped to have been finally

disposed of—Matter and Form—Universals—Virtual and

Actual—the Logos—the Many and the One—the Nothing

as existent—are reproduced as primary truths. We are for

ever meeting with Plato, Aristotle, Plotinus, and the School-

men, not under new lights, strengthened with firmer supports,

•wearing a more plausible asjjcct, but only restated with

confident calmness.

Philosoph}' is regarded as an evolution ; not an e2)igenesis

where one stage is supplanted by its successor, disap2)caring

to give place to a more perfect form ; but an evolution like

that conceived by the early embryologists, namely the gradual

luifolding of what was from the first folded up in the embryo.

Hegel indeed denies that his system resembles the emboite-

mcnt theory, which taught that from the first the oak was

contained in the acorn, the animal in the germ, and gi-ew

from this miniature into a life-size portrait. Let him be

heard on the point.

' The progress of the Notion is neither the passage nor the

appearance in Another, but Development, inasmuch as the

Diflferenced is immediately afiirmed [gesctzt) as the Identical

with Each and the Whole, the specification (Bestimmtheit) as

a free Being of the whole Notion.'

This not very luminous paragraph is thus enlightened :

—

' The passage over into Another is the dialectical process

in the sphere of Being and the appearance (Schcinen) in

Another in the sphere of Essence. The movement of the

Notion is on the contrary Development, through which only

that is afiirmed, posited, which is already jiresent in itself

{durch welche nur dasjcnige gesctzt wird, ivas an sich schon

vorhanden ist). In Nature it is in organic Life that we see
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the stages of the Notion expressed. It is thus, for instance,

that the Plant developes itself from its germ. This contains

already the whole Plant in itself, but in idea ; and we must

not conceive its development as if the different parts of the

Plant, its root, stem, leaves, &c., were already really in the

germ, only in miniature. Such a conception is the so-called

emboUement hypothesis, the defect of which is that it con-

siders as alread)' existing what is only ideally existing. The

correct side of this hypothesis is that in it the Notion re-

mains the same during its process, and adds nothing new to

its ingest {Inlialt) but only brings forward a change of form.' *

It is on the same ground that he vindicates the existence

of Innate Ideas, and Plato's doctrine of Reminiscence. Ideas

exist virtually though not actually. We have here the recur-

rence of his tendency to suppress integral factors, to disregard

all the elements which arc incorporated in the course of the

evolution, as if they were insignificant. What he supposes

to exist ideally is simply a reflection of what has really

occurred ; thus he confounds a resultant with an antecedent

;

and upon the same method we might prove that ten was a

million, because it contained the million ideally, because by

multiplication it would engender a million. The seed does

not contain the plant ; the plant is developed only by a suc-

cessive incorporation of foreign elements into its substance

;

and the plant varies as these incorporations vary. But

because we can ideally retrace these successive steps, and

thus reach the seed, the fallacy emerges which assumes that

the result was contained in the starting point, and we say

the plant is ' potentially contained ' in the seed.

I have argued this question of potentiality in Prolegomena,

§§ 50-52, and again vol. i. p. 317-19 and vol. ii. p. 281, and

]). 525. The reader is requested to consider again what is

there said, because the ' infirmity of thought ' which it

expounds, is one which pervades Hegel's system. It is

this infirmity which dictates his position of the Idee : the

* EncykloiHidk, % 161, p. 317.

VOL. II. T T
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Thought, which on his own showing is the lad stage of

dcvekipraent, is erected into the frst. The Universe which

passes from unconscioiisnes to consciousness, and from con-

sciousness to self-consciousness, is made to be an evolution of

this self-consciousness, i.e. its last stage. Precisely analo-

gous is his position that all sensation is thought—a far more

illogical position than that of Condillac, who made all thought

sensation. Both positions rest on the same mistake of oblit-

erating differences.

If we reg-ard the evolution of the universe as the self-

movement of the Idee, we must declare that the final stage

no less than all the intermediate stages were contained really

iii the first, as the emhoUement theory declares the plant to be

really contained in the seed. And for this reason. If the

Inhnlt (ingest or content,) be not enriclied by the incorpora-

tion of foreign eleroenta, but only nndei-go changes of form,

the rcalitij will never appear, the changes will continue re-

stricted within the formal sphere. If, however, the incorpo-

ration take place, whence come the incorporated elements?

In that case we assume an existent Matter independent of

the Form ; as for a real plant we require the existence of

gases and salts independent of the Plant idea.*

Tlie same objection rises against his conception of Uni-

versal History, as the evolution of the Idee, ' the exhibition

of Spirit (Geist), in the process of working out the knowledge

of that which it is potentially. And as the germ bears in

itself the whole nature of the tree, and the taste and form of

its fruits, so do the first traces of sjjirit virtually contain the

• .SfHEi.i.rxo pnts his fingfr on this weak spot when he olisorves that Sr,c.v,i.

' scorns destined by Nature to introdncc anew Wolfianism;' hy this i.i meant that just

as Wolf obliterfttcdall that was pusitirc in Lkihsitz and Drscabtes to fashion •»

Fystpm in which nothing bnt abstract formalism remained, so Uk/jki,, obliterating

the real and living element which Scheli.ixo had proposed, as the origin of

morenient, as ' the power of passing into its opposite and returning to itself,'

substituted for it the Notion or /</<<, 'a hquelle, pir la fiction la pins arliitraire et

la pins (^'trKnge, il attribuait une facnltA semblable de monvcment propre,' Sciiei,-

LINO also tmly saj-s that the empirical element which Hegel at first excludes from
his system he is forced to readmit by the back ertrance, for the transformations of
the Idee. PciiKi.i.iNf! : Preface to the Translation of 0.»»in'» Frarjments ; translated

by Paul Ghimblot.
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whole of that History.' * Pause here to remark that not only

is the germ made to contain all the future elements which

must build up the structure of the tree, but the psycholoj^ical

elements of ' taste ' and ' form,' which may hereafter coalesce

with it in a percipient. He admits in the following passages

all we claim :
—

' What we call principle, aim, destiny, or the nature and

idea of Spirit, is something merely general and abstract.

Principle — Plan of Existence—Law—is a hidden, undeve-

loped essence, which as such—however true iu itself—is not

completely i*eal. Aims, principles, &c., have a place iu our

thoughts, in our subjective design only ; but not yet in the

sphere of reality. That which exists for itself only, is a

possibility, a potentiality ; but has not yet emerged into

Existence. A second element must be introduced in order to

produce actuality—viz. actuation, realization ; and whose

motive power is the Will—the activity of man in the widest

sense. It is only by this activity that that Idea as well as

abstract characteristics generally, are realized, actualized

;

for of themselves they are powerless. The motive power that

puts them in operation, and gives them determinate existence,

is the need, instinct, inclination, and passion of man.
' The History of the World begins with its general aim

—

the realization of the Idea of Sj)irit—only in an implicit form

(an sick) that is, as Nature ; a hidden, most profoundly hidden,

unconscious instinct ; and the whole process of History (as

already observed), is directed to rendering this unconscious

impulse a conscious one. Thus appearing iu the form of

merely natural existence, natural will—that which has been

called the subjective side,—physical craving, instinct, passion,

private interest, as also opinion and subjective conception,—

spontaneously present themselves at the very commencement.

This vast congeries of volitions, interests and activities, con-

stitute the instruments and means of the World-Spirit for

attaining its object ; bringing it to consciousness, and

• PhUofophy of History. Translated by J. Sibree, M.A. 1857 (In Bohis PJiilo-

soji/iicul Lihrary), a tvansbition of the rai-est merit.
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realizing it. And this aim is none other than linding itself

—coming to itself—and contemplating itself in concrete

actualit3%

' In relation to this independently universal and substantial

existence—all else is subordinate, subservient to it, and the

means for its development.—The Union of Universal Abstract

Existence generally with the Individual,—the Subjective

—

that this alone is Truth, belongs to the department of specu-

lation, and is treated in this general form in Logic.—But in

the process of the World's History itself,—as still incom-

plete,—the absti-act final aim of history is not yet made the

distinct object of desire and interest. While these limited

sentiments are still unconscious of the purpose they are

fulfilling, the universal principle is implicit in them, and is

realizing itself through them. The question also assumes

the form of the Union of Freedom and Necessity ; the latent

abstract process of Spirit being regarded as Necessity, while

that which exhibits itself in the conscious will of men, as

their interest, belongs to the domain of Freedom.'

But since these elements are all subjective, all spiritual,

we may claim them as concretions of abstract Spirit ; and he

has a gootl illustration here.

' The building of a house is, in the first instance, a sub-

jective aim and design. On the other hand we have, as

means, the several substances required for the work,—Iron,

Wood, Stones. The elements are made use of in working up

this material : fire to melt the iron, wind to blow the fire,

water to set wheels in motion, in order to cut the wood, &c.

The result is, that the wind, which has helped to build the

house, is shut out by the house ; so also are the violence of

rains and floods, and the destructive powers of fire, so far as

the house is made fire-proof. The stones and beams obey

the law of gravity,—press downwards,—and so high walls

are carried up. Thus the elements are made use of in

accordance with their nature, and yet to co-operate for a

product, by which their operation is limited. Thus the

passions of men are gratified ; they develope themselves and
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their aims iu accordance with their natural tendencies, and
build up the edifice of human society ; thus fortifying a

position for Right and Order against themselves.'

To which we may add : Here the existence of the building

materials is presupposed ; without these there can be no

house built, no society evolved, let there be never so archi-

tectural an Idea ; tvith these the house and society may be

built, the structures depending incessantly on them, every

alteration iu them having a corresponding alteration in the

realized ideal. But this Hegel will not allow. He says :

—

' Here we have only to indicate that Sjjirit begins with a

germ of infinite possibility, but only possibility,—containing

its substantial existence in an undeveloped form, as the

object and goal which it reaches only in its resultant—fuU

reality. In actual existence Progress appears as an ad-

vancing from the imperfect to the more perfect ; but the

former must not be understood abstractly as only the imper-

fect, but as something which involves the very opposite of

itself—the so-called perfect—as a germ or impulse. So

—

reflectively, at least

—

possibility points to something destined

to become actual ; the Aristotelian Bwafiis is also potentia,

power and might. Thus the Imperfect, as involving its

opfxisite, is a conti-adiction, which certainly exists, but which

is continually annulled and solved ; the instinctive move-

ment, the inherent impulse iu the life of the soul—to break

through the rind of mere nature, sensuousness, and that

which is alien to it, and to attain to the light of conscious-

ness, i.e. to itself.'

Nor can this be gainsaid by anyone who accepts the

Aristotelian conception of virtual and actual. Which, how-

ever, must be rejected. The virtual is only a figment, which

the actual may make a reality ; until it is made, it does

not exist. Hegel declares that ' Essence is a self-sepa-

ration of Being ' {Das Wesen ist eine Selhstdiremtion des

Sei/'}ig). But the proposition is unthinkable inits naked

simplicity, and only thinkable when it involves the very

elements it pretends to evolve. Abstract Being, in which
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there is no difference, cannot be construed to Thought as

'separating itself from itself;' the difference must already

be there before a separation can be thought as taking place

;

and if difference be already there, Being is no longer

abstract, but contains Essence. In a word, Being and

Essence are not real Categories, but logical distinctions.

Even German metaphysicians have resisted this propo-

sition of pure Being splitting itself in two, and becoming

Reality in the act. Schelling humorously suggests that the

act itself was perhaps an escape from the ennui of a purely

logical existence.*

Rejecting thus, as we are forced to reject, Hegel's funda-

mental conception of evolution, we need not pause to point

out the ivasons for refusing to accept his explanation of

special evolutions. There is a third question, however,

which must still be answered.

III. /*• Ihe fouudativn nclid ? Hegel may have failed in

explaining the process of the universe; the failure is visible

in the sudden ruin of his school. On the death of Alex-

ander the empire fell to pieces ; but the independent em-

pires into which it merged, severally asserted their vitality.

Hegel left no system capable of subsisting, but he left dis-

ciples ; and even now, though scattered and sadly diminished

in number, there arc disciples who stand by his Method,

hoping to erect on it a permanent system. Tiuit method we
have already declared incompetent ; we must now examine

its foundation.

The foundation is the hypothesis of the identity of Object

and Subject, of Being and Knowing. There is a sense in

which this is indisputable ; within the sphere of Conscious-

ness the Object must be the Object Known. But we must
ask : Is the sjihere of Consciousness coextensive with the

sphere of Existence ? Is Consciousness a sphere within the

wider sphere, one foi-m of existence; or the reflex of the

• ' L'Idie, on ne sail ponrquoi, peut-etre pour faire diversion a rpnnui dc son
existence puroment logique, s'arise dc se decomposer en Bes moments qui coustitu(^nt,

dit-on, la crdation.' Preface to Cousin.
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totality of Existence? To pi-esent the question iu an

image :—An organism is identical with its external medium,

but not with the whole external medium. The organ-

ism is identical with the medium only at the points of

intersection, namely those elements of the medium which

are assimilated by the organism, and drawn into the vital

current. The organism exists through and in these ; it

grows by the identification of them with itself. They, Tfith-

out ceasing to be ph^'sical and chemical integers, neverthe-

less assume new values as vital integers. Meanwhile, all the

outstanding physical and chemical elements pursue their

l^hysical and chemical movements quite irrespective of the

organism, and we know how hopeless would be the attempt

to explain these by the assumption of their being also vital

:

since vitality is a specialised phenomenon, and if we vitalise

the Cosmos we obliterate this very sijecialitj-. Now the

attempt to explain Physics and Chemistry b}- biological

laws, is equivalent to the attempt to explain cosmical pro-

cesses by psychological laws.

Of course this would be denied ab initio by those who
accept Absolute Idealism, and regard the Object as only

the reflection of the Subject. But we may in the first

place remark that this ijosition is hypothetical, it is not

proved ; and it is an hypothesis which has evidence so

weighty against it, that very few minds can hold it. In

the second place the hypothetical identity of Thought and

Thing is only held to be valid in the region of abstractions,

wherein things are replaced by Universals, and it is only

with Universals that Philosophy is supposed to be concerned.

Hegel explicitly warns us against interpreting his position

in the sense that such or such external object must respond

to my personal, individual, conception of it ; such thoughts

of mine can only be just ; to be true they must be universal.

Not my Notion, but the Notion corresponds with the Object,

is the Object.

This gets rid of many a prima facie objection, and re-

conciles many a seeming contradiction, but it does not
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funiisli PLilosopLy with an aAiiiliiblc critcrioi). For observe

the following dilemma :—There was once a time—nor is it

very distant—when all men unhesitatingly conceived that

the sun moved round the earth. This conception was not

only general, it was universal ; and it was not only uni-

versal, it was inevitable. Was it then true ? did the objec-

tive fact coiTcspond with the subjective conception '? If it

did cones2:tond, tlie planetary movements must have sud-

denly changed at the period of Copernicus, changing to

follow the change in scientific Thought. If it did not corre-

spond, there was a serious breach of continuity between

the outer and inner; and since there is no ground to assume

this breach to be solitarj-, we must admit that Thought and

Things are not always identical.

Nor indeed would Hegel claim such idontit}-. He says

indeed that ' Nothing is because it is a thought ;

' but as he

would not admit tliat Hippogrifl's, Gnomes, Fairies, and

multitudes of thoughts have an objective existence, we must

ask why the thought Nothing is endowed with reality ; and

we shall see that it is because Nothing is a necessary thought.

So, I conclude, Hegel would answer the case of the sun's

movement. It was not a necessary thought ; it was not

deduced from logical necessity, but inferred from sensible

api^earances.

The distinction may be accepted, and thereby the diiiiculty

escaped ; but what is not thereby escaped is the inapplica-

bility of his princijde as a criterion. If the identity of

Subject and Object could be accepted in all important cases,

that is, in cases which were important because they were

general and not merely individual, because they were con-

stant and not merely accidental, then indeed we might

admit the criterion, as in science we admit Laws, and dis-

regard particular cases. But if the identity fail in gene-

ral and important cases, and can only be admitted in those

rare cases wherein Thought is a necesKart/ deduction, the

contrary of which is not only unthinkable, but undeducible

from any admitted premisses, of what value can such a



CRITICISM OF HEGEL. 049

principle be in explaining tlie phenomena of our universe ?

Failing in regard to individual opinions, failing in regard to

general opinions, failing even in regard to universal opinions,

it succeeds only with those ©ijinions that are logically neces-

sary. My thought is not true ; only the thought is true.

Here we are again thrown back on his definition of Truth

(see page 614). To be consistent with such principles he

should never apply them to phenomena
; j'et since philosophy

does pretend to explain phenomena, some criterion is needed.

Moreover, even within the restricted sphere to which he

assigns it the principle fails ; for, as we have seen (p. 607),

his dialectic proceeds on absolutely unthinkable assumptions,

the laws of thought {DenJcgesetze) which he invokes, are

violations of every intelligible principle.

Let us see how he treats the observation of Nature.*

Thoughtless Consciousness declares that Observation and

Experience are the source of Truth. It confounds sensible

description with essential specification. It is mere suj^erficial

description of particulars, whereas that which is intellujised

[erhanni), is more important than all the sensible propex'ties

which Consciousness may disregard. Through the distinc-

tion of the essential from the non-essential, the Notion raises

itself from out the sensuous dispersion, and therein declares

its cognition in that here it is dealing essentially as much
with itself as with things. By this twofold essentiality it

falls into perplexity as to whether that which is essential

and necessary for cognition is equally so for things. On
the one side must the marks only serve cognition whereby

things are distinguished among each other ; on the other it

is not the non-essentiality of things that is known, but that

whereby they (Zeiac/i themselves from the universal continuity

of Being, separate themselves from others, and are /or them-

selves. The marks must not only have an essential relation

to cognition, but also the essential sijecifications of things,

and the ideal sj'stem correspond with the real system.'

* Phanomenolo{jic, pp. 184-6.
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The I'eader is probably initiated far enough into Hegel's

phraseology and mode of thought to enable him to detect

the argument here ; but the passage now to follow will clear

\ip any ditKculty :
' The distinguishing marks of animals are

lor example drawn from their teeth and claws ; for, in fact,

not only does cognition thereby distinguish one animal fi'om

another, but the animal separates itself thereby ; by these

weapons, it sustains itself separated from the Universal. The

plant, on the contrary, does not arrive at the For-itselfness, but

only touches the limit of individuality ; at this limit, where

it manifests the api^earance of separation {Entzweiung) in sex,

it is on this ground accepted and distinguished.' *

On learning that the idea of a claw or a tooth is the sub-

jective aspect of the objective fact, but that the idea of the

sun's moven;ent round the earth is not the subjective aspect

of the objective fact—on learning further that inasmuch as

the man is only what he has done, and that therefore ' his

body is the self-produced expression of himself

—

der von ihm

hervorgebrachte Ausdnirk geiner selhut ' f—and that in fact all

external existence is but the reflex of internal thought—one

feels the pressing need of some decisive criterion to decide

which of our thoughts have correspondent existences, and

which not. As far as 1 can see into this matter, Hegel

would say that the criterion must l)e sought in the absolute

identity

—

whenever the external movement corresponds with

the dialectic movement, then, and then only have we

the truth. It is not this phenomenon or that, not this

differentia or that, not this opinion or that, which can be

accepted as the objective-subjective, real-ideal. It is only

the differentia which appears as a necessary moment in the

dialectical process, that we can accept as a necessary' moment

in the creative process. But my objection remains : the

identity is an hypothesis ; and if it were granted, the

criterion would remain barren and misleading, in all enquiries

that have any significance for man.

Leibnitz conceived that inasmuch as the soul represented

• Lvc. cil. p. 187. t OiKcif. p. 232.
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the universe with perfect accuracy though with imperfect

clearness, the series of ideas must correspond with the

changes in the universe.* Bayle objected that a dog who
felt the pain from a blow on his back while eating, might easily

pass from the sensation of j^leasure to that of pain ; but that

he should equally pass from pleasure to pain, as the ordained

series, whether struck or not, is inconceivable—hence the

alleged parallelism between the series of ideas and the series

of external facts fails. To this Leibnitz answered that such a

case could not occur ; if the series of ideas is preordained on

the one side, the series of corresponding facts is equally pre-

ordained.t Nor can this answer be impugned ; as an answer

to Bayle it is conclusive. But how will it avail in the case

previously urged resjiecting the earth's movement? The

preordained series of ideas in every mind (up to the coming

of Copernicus) was one representing a series of facts, which

since Copernicus has been recognised as directly the reverse;

the representation was of an universe in which the siin re-

volved round the earth ; the fact^ are now proved to have

been diametrically opposed to this representation. Are we

to rescue the principle of parallelism by assuming that with

the change in the series of ideas there came about a corre-

sponding change in Nature ? Are we still to maintain with

Hegel that ' the activity of the subjective notion is on the

one side only the develoj^ment of that which is already in

the object, because the object itself is nothing but the totality

of the notion ' ? %

Hegel rejected the ' pre-established harmony,' rejected also

the obviously untenable position of a complete parallelism

between the order of ideas and the order of things which

would imply that whatever thought crossed the mind must

* Leibnitz: S^s/eme nouveaii, § 15. 'L'ame etiint representative de ruiiivcrs

d'uiie maniere trfes-exacte, quoique plus ou moins distincte, la suite des represeu-

tatiuns quo I'jtme se produit ripondra naturellement a la suite des ehangements de

I'univers meme.'

t Lkibnitz; Lcttre a Basnage: Opera Philos. ed. Erdmaxx, p. 151.

} IIegel : Logik, iii. 271. ' Weil das Objeckt selbst niclits als die Totalitiit des

Begriffes ist.'
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have an external fact corresponding with it. He held with

all other thinkers that some ideas correspond with facts,

others do not. But the grand desideratum, What shall be

the criterion whereby to distinguish the true ideas from the

false ? Hegel failed to seize.

This necessaril}^ imperfect account of a vast system of

thought must here cease. It has touched only on a few

cardinal points, but these will, I hope, suffice both to assign

to the system its historical significance, and serve as an in-

troduction to those who may desire a near acquaintance with

Hegel. False, and pernicious because false, as the system

seems to me, I cordially join in the admiration expressed by

disciples when they speak of its comprehensive ingenuity

and imposing coherence. Hegel was assuredly' one of the

gi-oatest of metaphysical thinkers ; and will probably for very

many years be an object of curious study. That he has

made an epoch, I cannot admit ; that he has made any one

valuable contribution to philosophical evolution—discovered

one law or point of view by which all succeeding s2)eculatioii

must be determined, is, I think, extremely doubtful. But he

has cleared up many obscurities, systematized metaphysical

thought in a masterly manner, and thus will for some time

be a quarry for speculative thinkers.*

• Of thi> works on II<>gel tlip followiiif; deserve mention. Wilm : Hiatoire de la

Pliiloeoji/iir allenmnde, 4 vols. Paris, 1816-9, a ean-ful and detailed analysis of tliu

chief works ; it seems very accurate as far as my superficial examination of it

allows me to judge. Ott: Ileyrl el la P/ii/osophie allemande, Paris, 1844, usitful,

but inferior to Wii.m, and often misrepresenting positions. Vkra : Introduction ii

la Philtiaophie de Hrxjel; tlie same writer has translated the Logiqve with a

commentary, the I'hilofophie de la lialure, and the Philosophie de I'Ejtpril. I

have seen none of his labours, but hear them syioken of a])provingly. I'or an

Italian to translate Hegel into French, implies a marvellous flexibility of mind.

Stiiu-ikg : Tlic Secret of Higel, 2 vols. 1865 ; this in every sense remarkable work,

eloquent, grimly-humorous, iconoclastic, chaotic,—contains a translation of several

sections of the Olijeciive Lrigic with a commentary; and is, except the little tractate

published by Si-oman and Wallon in 1855 under the title of The Suhjective Logic

of Higel, the only translation into English of the purely speculative treatises
;

while Mr, Sibhek's translation of the Philosophy ofHistory, 1857 (ISohn's philosc/jjhi-

cal Library) is the only translation of a complete work by Hegel. In the Oxford
Essays, 1855, Mr. Sasdaks has given an account of Hegel's Philosophy of Hiyht. In
the Forlniijhtly Rn-icw, .September, 1870, Mr. Ue-ndkhso.v has treated of Hiyel asa
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politkian. All tho Grrman Histories of Philosophy published of late years, of

course treat of Hegel. Michelf.t : Geschkhtc dcr let^ten Systemc der PhUosoiihie in

Beuischland, 2 vols. 1837, is the work of a disciple. Schwegleii: Handbook of the

Hhtory of Philosophy. Translated and annotated by J. H. Stiklino, 1867, an
excellent handbook, brief yet full. Ukberwkg : Grundriss der Geschichte dcr

Philosophif, 3 vols. Berlin, 1868, a masterly work by an acute thinker. Reichlin-

Mkldkgg : F.inliitung in die Philosophic, prefixed to his System der Loyik, Wien,

1870.

Very valuable for students who can think out the conclusions without the aid of

illustrations, is Fhanz and Hillebt: Hcgil's P/tilosajjhie in wortlichtn Ausciigen,

Berlin 1843. It is a systematic abridgment of the works in Hegel's own words
;

and is not only valuable a.s a brief exposition of tho system, but useful as a com-

panion to the works.
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ELEVENTH EPOCH.

Foundation of the Positive Philosophy.

CHAPTER I.

AUGUSTS COMTE*

§ 1. His Life.

AUGUSTE COMTE was born at Montpellicr on tlie lOtli

of January, 1798, in a modest house still to be seen

facing the church of St. Eulalie. His father was treasurer

of taxes for the department of Herault. Both father and

mother were strict Catholics and ardent royalists ; but any

influence they may have exercised over the direction of their

son's tliou<jhts was considerably neutralised by his own in-

surgent disposition on the one hand, and by his early educa-

tion on the other. He was not docile to authority ; tlion^'h

in after life he strenuously preached the virtue of docility.

At the age of nine he became a boarder in the Montpellier

Lyc^e; and there quickly distinguished himself by his

ardour in study and by his resistance to discipline. Small

and delicate in frame, loved by his comrades although he

seldom joined in their sports, full of veneration for his pro-

fessors, he was intractable, tiresome, and argumentative with

his masters ; those who could teach him found him docile

;

• The sources of this biographical skctcli hare lieen Littbk : Avgvsle Comie et

la J'hilosnphie positive, 1863; Eobinkt: Notice sur F GCuvre it sur la Vie (tAugvsle

Comic, 1860; Lcttrca iTAuguste Comic a M. Va/at, 1870; and personal know-

ledge.
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those who had to restrain him found him rebellious. His

professors praised, his masters punished him.

At the age of twelve he had learned all that the Lycee

prescribed in the way of instruction, and the Director begged

that he might be permitted to begin mathematics. Consent

was given ; and the result may be told in one significant

sentence : in four years he had gained a first place at the

Ecole Polytechnique, although the rules of that institution

did not then allow of his admission, because he was still

under age. He had to wait a whole year before the doors

were open to him ; and in that year he displayed his

acquirements by taking the place of his old professor (who

was in failing health), and giving a course of mathematics

to his former comrades, and some of his former masters.

At the age of seventeen he was admitted to the Ecole

Polytechnique, and there he was brought in contact with

republican sentiments and scientific tendencies eminently

suited to his rebellious and enquiring disposition. By the

time he was fourteen he is supposed to have entirely disen-

gaged himself from all royalist and all theological opinions
;

and he was occupied with the writings which in the eigh-

teenth century discussed the fundamental axioms of social,

ethical, and religious systems. He began seriously to medi-

tate on the revolutions of modern history. His comrades

respected and admired him. His professors recognised his

eminent capacity. A brilliant career seemed certain, when
it was arrested by a characteristic action of his own. One
of the masters had insulted the younger students by his

manners ; the elder students took up the case, and after

mature deliberation decided that the master was unworthy

of continuing in his office. They drew up the following

notification :—
' Monsieur, Quoiqu'il nous soit penible de

prendre une telle mesure envers \\n ancien eleve de I'ecole,

nous vous enjoignons de n'y plus remettre les pieds.' This

notification, drawn up by Comte, had his signature at the

head of the list. The result was his expulsion. His official

career was at an end. He was forced to return home ; and
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remained there some time under the surveiUance of the

police.

We do not learn, but we may imagine, vvliat was his

reception at home, and of what nature were the debates as

to his possible future. He remained some months at Mont-

pellier, pursuing his studies with passionate devotion, and

attending the various lectures at the Faculty. But this

could not last. Paris aUured him. In vain were the re-

monstrances and threats of his troubled parents ; in vain

their refusal to give him a penny if lie quitted his native

city without an assured position ; the desire for freedom

and the manifold attractions of the great intellectual centi-e

were all powerful ; and he found himself lonely in the

crowded capital, ready to begin that eternal struggle in

which year after year so many noble intellects equipped with

nothing but a little knowledge and an immense ambition,

fight for bread and distinction, are wounded and worsted,

are wounded and conquer. A greater intellect moved by a

loftier ambition has rarely fought that noble fight.

He supplied his very modest wants by giving private

lessons in mathematics. Two illustrious men of science

befriended him—Poinsot, who had been his professor at the

Ecole Polytechnique, and knew his mathematical power ; Do
Blainville, Avho early recognised his iihilosophical calibre.

By their aid a few pupils were obtained ; one of them was

the Prince de Carignan.* The bread was scanty, but he

wanted little more than bread. He was not one of those

who founder on the sunken rocks of Parisian life.f

A brief experience of a less independent position' seems to

liave sufficed. He became private secretary to Casimir

Perier; but quickly found that the paid servant was ex-

* ' De cettc niani^re jo me fais une rente d'environ 200 francs par mois, et par

consequent tn vois que jc puis subaititer sans 4tre obligi do domander rien a nies

parents.' Leltrai a ValUU, p. 14.

t ' Je cherehc a imiter le Socrate moderne (Franklin), non par sfts talents mais

par scs mceurs. Tu aais qu"a vingt-cinq ans il fomia lu projet do devenir parfailc-

mentsage, ct qn'il I'executa: moi, j'ai ose entreprendro la memo chose, otje n'ai pas

vingt ans.' Pnd. p. 19.
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pected to be a blind admirer. Called upon to make some

comments on the pi^blic labours of bis master, 'elles ne

furent pas goutees ;
' and after a trial of tbree weeks tbe

connection ceased. From Casimir Perier be passed over to

tbe celebrated St.-Simon. Tbis was in 1818. Tbe young

pbilosopber boped tliat be miglit live in barmony witb a

pbilosopber ; and for some years be did so. I cannot

ascertain precisely tbe footing on wbicb tbey stood together.

M. Littre says that Comte was first secretary, tbeu pupil,

tben coUaborateur and friend. Dr. Robinet says tbat tbe

secretaryship was practically an honorary one, for although

three hundred francs a month were promised, only tbe first

quarter's salary was ever paid.* Whatever tbe nature of tbe

relation, it subsisted for six years, beginning with great en-

thusiasm on Comte's part, continuing for some time witb

affectionate veneration, and ending in a violent rupture

which was the culmination of a growing dissidence in opinion.

There have been angry accusations and angry recrimina-

tions from tbe disciples of St.-Simon and the disciples of

Comte wbicb render the task of an impartial biographer

somewhat difficult. But whatever may have been tbe per-

sonal influence of St.-Simon, for good or evil, on tbe direc-

tion of Comte's aims, a superficial acquaintance with the

Positive Philosophy will detect its essential independence of,

and divergence from, St.-Simonianism. When, therefore,

writers sarcastically or indignantly assert tbat Comte ' bor-

rowed St.-Simon's ideas,' tbey disclose a complete misappre-

hension of aU that characterises the Positive Philosophy. On
tbe other hand it is unnecessary to assail St.-Simon, and

accuse him of being an ignorant charlatan, in order to prove

vhat bis own language and the express declaration of his

ilitor unequivocally establish, namely, tbat he not only

'lisapproved, he failed even to understand, the doctrines of

lis young coUaborateur.

As a point in the history of philosophical evolution it is

* See Letlres a Valaf, p. 36.

VOL. II. U U
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clear that Comte does not proceed from St.-Siinon, but from

the eighteenth century : he resumed its twofold movement

towards destruction and reconstruction in one grand sjni-

thesis by means of a thorough application of the Methods of

Science. Nevertheless, as a detail in the biogiaphical

evolution of Comte's own mind, it is, I think, undeniable

that the influence of St.-Simon was decisive. By which I

mean that through personal contact with this reformer his

mind received the stimulus, if not the bias, which at that

peculiar stage of his development was a determining one.

At the age of twenty, familiar with all the inorganic sciences

(Biology he had not then studied, and Sociology had not

been conceived), well read in history, fervent in republican-

ism, and ambitious of mastering the great laws of social

existence, this inheritor of the eighteenth century spirit,

regarding Philosophy and Science as instruments for the

dissolution of theological superstitions and feudal inequali-

ties, came into aflectionate and reverential contact with one

whom some regard as a turbulent charlatan, and others as a.

prophetic thinker, but whom all must admit to have been

impressed with the urgent need and possibility of replacing

the critical and destructive tendency by a positive and con-

structive tendency ; and the immediate consequence of this

contact was, that Comte learned to look upon the revolution-

ary work as completed, and saw that the effort of the nine-

teenth century must be towards the reconstruction of society

npon a new basis. The old faith was destroyed, a new faith

was indispensable.

Probably most readers will agree with M. Littre, that so

potent an intellect as Comte's might easily have passed

from the revolutionary to the constructive attitude without

any impulse from one so manifestly his inferior as St.-

* This is confirmtd by his letter to Vaijit written after his quarrpl with St.-

Simon, in which ho speaks of a new work written away from tlie influence of that

former master, 'influence (In reete qui a pnissamment servi a men ('ducation philoso-

phiqne' (p. 115). And compare p. 119; 'Je doiscertainement hcaucoup intellec-

tuellement a St.-Simon, c'est-a-dirc qu'il a puissamment contribue k me lancer dans

la direction philo»ophiquo que je me suis crede aujourd'hui.'
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Simon : but ' what might have been ' is an idle hypo-

thesis when we know what was ; and in Biography, as

elsewhere, we should guard against the tendency to sub-

stitute a possible evolution for aii actual evolution. The

simple biographical fact is, that in his youth Comte passed

from the negative to the positive attitude while under the

influence of a teacher whose special aim was constructive.

He called himself a disciple of St.-Simon; and it is not

clear what he could have learned from such a master, except

the necessity of a constructive attitude.

An attitude, however, is not a doctrine : an aim is not a

philosophy. The impulsion may have come from St.-Simon;

the doctrine assuredly came from Comte, and from him ouly-

It was probably owing to his keen perception of the irrecon-

cilability of his ideas with the ideas of St.-Simon, and the

pardonable exasperation he felt at ungenerous accusations,

which made him in his later years speak of his old master

with excessive bitterness. His tone was that of a man who

feels himself to have been deeply injured. So far from

acknowledging any intellectual debt, he, who was nobly

scrupulous in acknowledgment of all such obligations, how-

ever trifling, always affirmed that St.-Simon's influence had

been a serious retai-dation of his development. What the

truth may be cannot now be ascertained. It is certain that

his development was sur23risingly rapid, and that four years

after his first meeting with St.-Simon, namely in 1822, he

laid the solid basis of the new philosophy, which he called

' positive,' because it was the generalisation of the method

which each positive science had employed in particiilar. Like

Bacon, he schemed in his youth what a laborious life was

devoted to work out.

St.-Simon had vast aspirations, but he misconceived the

fundamental conditions of social reorganisation. He was,

moreover, altogether unprepared for a system based upon

positive science, the more so because he was unacquainted

with the methods of science ; and accordingly, when Comte,

in 1822, having discovered the laws of social evolution, drew
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up his memorable Plan des Travavx necessaires pour reorganise'^

la Societe, it must have dawned upon St.-Simon that his

young assistant had become his rival and superior. He
published the essay, but even in publishing it disclaimed

agreement in its peculiar views. Others thought more

highly of it; among these were Humboldt and Guizot. In

writing to a friend, the young philosopher could say, ' J'ai

ete agreablement afFecte (je ne dis pas surpris) de I'effet que

ce travail a produit sur M. Guizot ; 11 m'en a temoigne par

ecrit une profonde et sincere satisfaction, et depuis j'ai pu

voir par sa conversation que ces idees agissent sur lui.' He
also mentions its effect on Flourens, adding, ' Je dois avoir

avec lui un entretien imi^ortant sur Tideo fondamentale de

mon travail, I'applicatiou de la methode positive a la science

sociale.'

The open rupture with St.-Simon took place in 1824. The

next year may be considered the year when the Positive

Philosophy was constituted ; for, as M. Littre reminds us,

the Essay of 1822, republished in 1824, only sets forth the

laws of social evolution, but does not give even an outline

of the Positive Philosophy, which is for the first time

expressly announced in the Considerations philosoj>hiques »ur

les Sciences et les Savants * (published in the Froductcur in

1825). In the two pregnant essays which thus form, as it

were, the inaugui-al thesis of the young philosojjhcr, it is

shown (1) that all phenomena, even those of politics, are sub-

ject to invariable laws ; (2) that the human mind passes from

initial theological conceptions to final positive conceptions

through the transition of metaphysical concei^tions
; (3) that

human activity, in like manner, passes through three phases,

from the conquering military regime to the pacific industrial

regime, through the transitional state of a defensive military

regime
; (4) that everywhere, and at all times, "the state of

opinions and manners determines the institutions, and that

• This essay, with others, will be found appended to tho fourth volume of the

Si/stime de Politique posiiive: they form an excellent introduction to tho study of

Positivism.
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the nature of the general beliefs determines a corresponding

political regime
; (5) that philosophy (or general beliefs) in

I^assing from the theological to the positive stage must briug

about the substitution of the industrial for the military

regime ; and finallj', that the si^iritual reorganisation, which

is the necessaiy condition of all social reorganisation, must

repose upon the authority of demonstration, it must be based

upon science, with a priesthood properly constituted out of

the regenerated scientific classes. In other words, the

spiritual authority must issue from a philosophy which

can be demonstrated, not from a philosophy which is

imagined.

The year 1825 is memorable on other grounds; it is the

date of his marriage with Carflline Massin, bookseller, then

(as I infer fi-om a phrase in one of his letters to me) in her

twenty-fourth year.* There is no graver event in a man's life

than marriage. It may prove an inestimable blessing, the

subtle influences of which will permeate every hour of the

day, strengthen every fibre of his moral being, and by its

satisfying repose to the affections, give his intellect a calmer

and more continuous sweep. It may also prove a desolating

evil, numbing the sympathies, irritating and scattering the

intellectual energies, distorting the life. In Comte's case

the marriage was unhappy, f In spite of mutual admiration

there was some essential cause of disunion, which led to

much unhappiness and a final separation. Into the very

delicate question of culpability I do not feel inclined to

enter. The relations of man and wife are too complex and

too obscure for a bystander to appreciate, even when he has

* From his letter to Vaiat it appears that she was only two-and-twenty, and had

no other dowry except her ' bon coeur, ses gr&ces, son esprit d'uue trempe peu

commune, son aimabilit«, son henreux earaetfere et ses bonnes habitudes,' p. 162.

t In less than a year after their marriage we tind him writing thus: ' Tu me
crois heureux

; je le suis en eifet, sous certains rapports, sous tous ceux qui depen-

dent essentiellement de men organisation etde mes antecedents; inaissous d'autres

je ne. soiihaite pas a man plus cruel erinemi tm parcil bonfimr.' From a passage at

p. 178, we may divine that Madame Comte was not sufficiently in lore with her

husband to suppress in its birth ' all vain desire of dominion.' Temper, here as

in so many other cases, was the domestic fiend.
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personal knowledge to aid him. I have no knowledge of

Comte in his domestic relations ; and MM. Robinet and

Littre are so transparently in the position of partisans, one

vehementl}- reviling Madame Comte, the other artfully plead-

ing her cause, that little i-eliance should be placed on either.

M. Littre is more measured in his judgments than Dr. Robinet,

whose imputations cannot be sustained in presence of the

documentary evidence of letters from De Blainville, Comte,

and Madame Comte ; but M. Littr^, who has long been the

intimate friend of Madame Comte, suppresses important

faxits, and uses others with insidious effect. In presence

of such cje-parle versions we shall do well entirely to suspend

judgment.

Enough for us here to kno^ that Comte wiis initiated into

domestic life at a time when there seemed very little prospect

of his being able to earn more than a precarious subsistence.

His family at first opposed the match, but finally gave a

reluctant consent : though, to their grief, the religious

ceremony was resolutely declined, and a civil marriage was

all that Comte would accept. We shall hear more of this

presently. Meanwhile we must think of the young couple

as dependent entirely on the proceeds of lessons in mathe-

matics. At the time of their maniage, Comte had but one

pupil : that pupil was the ' Bayard of our day,' as his

admirers style General Lamoriciere. A modest lodging was

furnished in the Rue de I'Oratoire. Here M. de Narbonne

proposed to place his son as boarder and pupil. Other

aristocratic families would, it was hoped, follow the ex-

ample. To receive these pupils a more dignified apartment

was taken in the Rue de I'Arcade, at the comer of the Rue
St.-Lazare ; and fresh furniture had to be bought. Their

small stock of ready money was thus invested, but the

pupils never came, and the apartment was a burden. In a

few months the solitary boarder was sent back, and the

young couple had to migrate to more modest lodgings in the

Rue Montmartre (No. 13). Here Comte, although unwilling

to divert his attention from the working out of the great
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scheme which he was then meditating, was persuaded to

earn a little money by publishing an occasional essay in the

Prodticteur. To this we owe the Considerations philoso2}hiques

sur les Sciences et les Savants, and the Considerations sur le

Nouveau Pouvoir spirituel.

By the month of April, 1826, the system was sufficiently

matured in his mind for a dogmatic exposition, which he

announced in a course of seventy-two lectures to be delivered

in his i^rivate rooms. There is something imi^osing in the

magnitude of the attempt. One hears with surprise of a young

and obscure thinker projDOsing to expound the philosophy of

all the sciences, aiming at the reconstruction of a Spiritual

Power, and calling upon his auditors for a year's severe

attention to his scheme. One is still more surprised to hear

the names of the auditors who were prejiared to give this

attention : Humboldt, Poinsot, De Blainville, Moutebello,

Carnot, d'Eichthal, Cerclet, Allier, and Mongery. A scheme

so gigantic might, indeed, have originated in a colossal

vanity unimpeded in its pretensions by any definite know-

ledge of what the scheme implied ; for the ignorant are often

seduced by their ignorance into pretensions which a little

knowledge would repress. It is as easy to write a check for

ten millions as for ten pounds—when you have nothing at

your banker's. But the presence of an audience such as I

have named, and in such a place, proves that the pretensions

were recognised by competent judges, and that the lecturer

had inspired men of position with the conviction that he had

something important to say.

It will be readily understood, by anyone acquainted with

the intense cerebral excitement which attends the elaboration

of great conceptions in their systematic co-ordination, that

the strain on Comte's mind, amid various vexations, and

particularly in the agitation of vehement personal quarrels,

proved too much for him. After the delivery of three or

four lectures, an attack of insanity abruptly closed the

course. For some weeks previously he had displayed an

irritability and violence of temper which alarmed his wife.
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She, not unnaturally, attributed to malignity wliat was due

to disease. On Friday, April the 24th, he went out and

did not return home. On Monday a letter came, dated from

St. Denis, whither his wife hastened, but found him no

longer there. Remembering that he was very fond of Mont-

morency, she went there on the chance of finding him ; and

found him in a pitiable condition. A i>hysiciau was sent for,

who confessed the case to be alarming, but dai'cd not bleed

the agitated patient.

The excitement subsided, and be expressed a wish to go

out for a walk. She imprudently consented, and accompanied

him. As they came to the edge of the lake of Enghien, he

suddenly declared that although he could not swim he should

not be drowned if he walked into the lake ; and he began

to drag his wife with him. She was young and strong

;

striiggled, caught hold of a tree, and saved them both.

But now came the difficulty of getting him back to the

inn. His excitement rapidly increased. The peasants re-

fused all offers tempting them to act as guardians while his

wife hurried to Paris to seek the assistance of De Blaiuville
;

and she was forced to leave him under the charge of two

gendannes. She returned from Paris to find him in a

worse condition. In the morning Dq Blainville arrived

followed by M. Cerclet. They contrived by stratagem to

get him to Esquirol's establishment for the insane ; and

there his exaltation was so great, that it was regarded by

Esquirol as a fai^ourable prognostic of an early recover^'.

Unhappily the recovery was slow, and would probably have

been impossible had he not quitted the madhouse, with its

incessant irritations, for the soothing influences of domestic

quiet. On hearing the melancholy news, Comte's mother at

once came to Paris to attend on him ; and she remained

there till he quitted the Asylum. De Blainville, after seeing

summer and autumn pass away without sensible improve-

ment, justly concluded that hatred of his keepers and the

system of treatment pei-petuated the excitement. Comte's

father hereupon proposed that he should be removed to
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Montpellier. But the wife wished to have her husband under

her care, and her plan was adopted.

A grotesque and lugubrious farce was played on the day of

his quitting the establishment. 1 have already mentioned

the pain and indignation of his family at his refusal to give

his marriage the religious sanction of a Church ceremony

;

and this refusal was now regarded by his parents as the

origin of the calamity which had fallen on him. The confi-

dence with which people see the ' finger of God ' in human
afflictions, and see their own anger confirmed by his 'judg-

ments,' is too constantly exemplified for us to think harshly

of the mistaken parents. But I cannot without pain hear of

a man like Lamennais being mixed up with what followed,

namely, the attempt to make peace with offended Heaven by

inducing the insane heretic to submit himself to the dictates

of the Church he detested, and ask for a religious ceremony

to sanction his marriage. By what arts the consent was

gained, is not said ; but in a lonely chamber of Esquii-ol's

madhouse this gloomy farce was played. The officiating

priest was deficient in tact, and instead of shortening the

ceremony, lengthened it by a prolix discourse which excited

Comte ; and the shocking spectacle was presented of a priest

jjouring forth pious exhortations, extremely unsuited to the

mental condition of the maniac, who kept u]) a running

commentary of anti-religious incoherencies ! The state of

his mind was exhibited when he came to affix his signature,

—after his own name he added Brutus Bonaparte. But the

ceremony was performed ; the Church was satisfied ; the

tender consciences were at peace.

He left the establishment for ever. His nurses were now
his mother and his wife. Iron bars were placed before the

windows of his lodging, and Esquirol sent a keeper to help

and protect them. But at the end of a week it was found

necessary to do away with these precautions, which made the

unhappy man still imagine himself in the establishment he

hated. From that moment his recovery began. In three

weeks' time he was left alone with his wife. His violence at
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first caused serious anxiety. Twice a da^-, at meals, lie would

try to plant his knife in the table, in imitation, he said, of

Sir Walter Scott's highlauder ; and he would call for a suc-

culent ing, in imitation of Homeric heroes. More than once

he threw his knife at Madame Comte—not, as she believes

with any intention of injuring her, but merely to frighten

her into compliance with his wishes.

At the end of six weeks all immediate danger was over.

A new danger emerged in the profound melanchol}' which

gradually overclouded him, as with returning health there

came upon him the conviction that he could no longer live

that life of intellect which had once been his. Life could in

future be nothing but a weariness, now that his powers were

gone. The idea of suicide arose. One day, during his wife's

absence, he slipped out, hurried to the Seine, and threw

himself into it from the bridge. A soldier 2)lunged in and

saved him. The shock seems to have roused his energies
;

perhaps by determining a different impulse to his circulation.

He expressed great regret for his attempt, and the grief he

had thereby caused his wife. From this time there was no

relapse. In the month of July he was well enough to visit

his parents at Montpellier.*

It is not without a purpose that I have told this story of

the severe cerebral attack in its painful details. The fact

that he bad been insane was openly avowed by himself, in

anticii)ation of the ignoble pretext which he foresaw that it

might furnish to his adversaries, who would more easily

dismiss his philosophical ideas as the reveries of a madman
than point out incoherencies and refute arguments. We
are so ready to see the love of singularity, the distorted con-

ceptions of eccentricity, or the illusions of a ' heat-oppressed

brain,' in any departure from our own ways of thought,

that when a man comes before us with opinions we do not

understand, or understanding do not like, and that man is

* I liave fallowed M. Litthi; in this narrative of the attack, because it is con-

firmed, fo a great extent, by documentary evidence, though of course the story

proceeds from Madame Comte.
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known to have been actually insane at one time, the tempta-

tion to charge his opinions on his insanity is very strong

indeed. But although Comte was really out of his mind for

one brief period, he was perfectly sane and sound when he

first conceived, and when he finally executed, the scheme of

his philosophy. Had the work been elaborated in a mad-

house, or published while the author was insane, there would

be an excuse for dismissing it unexamined ; in such a case,

however, examination would have disclosed something like a

miracle which would have revolutionised all our ideas about

insanity. Everyone must see that a body of doctrine so

compact and organically related in its parts, could only have

been wrought out in the plenitude of mental power. Call

that doctrine mischievous, erroneous—what you please—only

not incoherent. The intense concentration it demanded may
have been the predisjiosing cause of the insanity, but the

insanity had nothing to do with the production of the philo-

sophy. Nor will anyone who is even superficially acquainted

with the phenomena of mental disease, and who understands

that all disease whatever is only a disturbance of equilibrium

in the functions, suppose that when the disease has passed

and the equilibrium is restored, the functions will not resume

their normal activity, the insane man becoming perfectly

sane, and capable of as accurately co-ordinating ideas as

before. The fevered pulse becomes normal in its beats, the

inflamed mucous membrane becomes normal in its power of

secretion, and the over-stimulated brain becomes normal in

its action, when once the disturbing causes are removed.

There is, therefore, nothing remarkable in the fact that

Lucretius and Cowper wrote their immortal poems during

lucid intervals of frequent cerebral attacks. The philosophy

of Lucretius has indeed been often affiliated on his insanity
;

but the sweet piety, the delicate humour, and the sustained

excellence of Cowper, have not been thiis branded ; and they

show that the mind is lucid in its lucid intervals. The list

of illustrious madmen is a long one. Lucretius, Mahomet,

Loyola, Peter the Great, Haller, Newton, Tasso, Swift,
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Cowper, Donizetti, spontaneously occur as the names of men

whose occasional eclipse by no means darkens the splendour

of their achievements. To these we must add the name of

Auguste Comte, assm-ed that if Newton once suffered a

cerebral attack without thereby forfeiting our veneration for

the Principia and the Oph'w, Comte maj' have likewise

suffered without .forfeiting his claims on our veneration for

the PhiIoso2)hie posHive. But the best answer to this ignoble

insinuation is the works themselves. If they are the pro-

ducts of madness, one could wish that madness were occa-

sionallj' epidemic*

I return to the narrative of his life. In 1828 he recom-

menced that oral exposition of his system which we have

seen so cruelly interrupted. This time it was in his lodgings.

Rue Saint-Jacques, No. 150. The gi"eat geometrician Fourier,

and the celebrated physician Broussais, with De Blainville,

Poinsot, and Mongery, were among the small audience. He
completed the course, and also gave a brief public exposition

of his historical views at the Athenee. In 18:50 he i^ublished

the first volume of his Course ; but the second volume, owing

to the commercial crisis, did not appear till 1835 ; the sixth

and last in 1842. I should add that in 1830 he began to

give the gratuitous course of public lectures on Astronomy

which was repeated for seven years, and afterwards (1844)

published under the title of Traite philosophique d'Antronomic

popnla ire.

These twelve years (1830-42), embracing the publication

of the Cours de Philosophie jiositive, form what M. Littre

justly calls ' the great epoch ' in his life :
* Un labeur infini

I'attendait; il se soumit sans reserve a cet infini labeur,

* Let us hear him on this point :
—

' Apris que la m^decine m'eut enfin heureusc-

ment declare incurable, la puissance intrins^ue de mon organisation, assistde

d'affeetueux soins domcstiques, triompha nalurellcment, en quelques semaines, au

commencement de I'hiver suirant, do la maladie, et surtout des remides. Co

succte essentiellemcnt spontani se trouvait, dix-huit mois apris, tcUement con-

solid6 que, en aout 1828, appr&iant dans un journal le cilibre ouTrage de Brous-

sais sur Llnitation et la i'olie, j'utilisais deja philosopliiqnement les lumiires

personnelles que cette triste experience venait de mo procurer si chircment envers

le grand sujet.'
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Douze ans se passerent pendaut lesquels il ferma courageuse-

ment sa vie a tout ce qui aurait pu le distraii-e. Jamais le

besoin d'uiie publicite prematuree ne fit invasion dans son

ame. . . . Severe, perseverant, sourd aux bruits du dehors,

il concentra sur son ceuvre totit ce qu'il avait de meditation.

Dans I'histoii'e des bommes voues aux grandes pensees, je ne

connais rien de plus beau que ces douze annees.' It would

be well that we should bear this in mind. Although the

world is called upon to judge results, not efforts—to accept

or reject works on their own pretensions, and not on any

pretensions claimed for the disinterestedness and labour of

the worker—it is but just that, in speaking of the worker,

we should remember his claims. Whether it is a system or

a sonnet, we agree with the Misanthrope of Moliere

—

' Monsieur, le temps ne fait rien a I'afFaire ;

'

but the serioi;s worker is regarded with very different feelings

from those which are excited by the vain and presumptuous

sciolist. Reject the Positive Philosophy if your mind refuses

to accept it, but speak of Comte as one who gave a life to its

elaboration ; as one who believing that he was commissioned

to impart a new faith, accepted the burden with a severe

courage, and thought and toiled, relinquishing all other

aims, steeling himself against all other seductions, and with

a noble disinterestedness devoting himself to the task which

he well knew was certain to bring obloquy on him while

living, to be followed by an immortal fame.

Shortly after 1830 he refused to join the National Guai-d.

He was cited before the municipality, and was condemned to

an imprisonment of three days. He thus proclaimed his

reasons :— ' The law declares that the National Guard is insti-

tuted to defend the government which Prance has given

herself. If it were simply a question of maintaining order I

should not refuse to bear my part ; but I refuse to share in

political struggles. I shall never attack the government by

force. But, being a republican in mind and heart, I cannot

swear to defend, at the peril of my life and that of others, a
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goverumeut wbicli I should attack were I a man of action.'

Sucli language as this would have led to a criminal indict-

ment had not the authorities dreaded the publicity of such a

defence. As it was, he remained luimolested.

In 1833 he obtained an office in the Ecole Polytechnique,

which with another that soon came. to him, and a mathe-

matical class in a private educational establishment, brought

ease into his domestic circumstances, and enabled him to

dispense with private pupils. From this time and for some

years he enjoyed an income of 10,000 francs. Hitherto his

sole relaxations had been long walks, and what he called his

Jldnerie^philosophtques, Now he was enabled to mdulge his

newly awakened passion for music, and every season had his

stall at the Italian Opera.* Although without musical

culture, he was exquisitely sensitive to music ; had a fine

voice, and sang certain songs with great effect, particularly

La Marseilhtise, which he gave with vibi-ating revolutionary

fervour.

He read absolutely nothing on Philosophy or Science : he

abstained on system. In his early years he had read im-

mensely, and his memory was of extraordinary tenacity.

English, Italian, and Spanish he taught himself simjily by

taking a book and a dictionary of each language. Gifted

with such a memory, his neglect of books was perhaps a

greater advantage to the integrity of his philosophising than

it woidd be in most cases. All his knowledge was organised

;

whatever he had once read was always available.

M. Littre describes his method of composition, which is

truly remarkable. ' He meditated the subject without

writing a word. From the general conception he passed to

the great divisions, and from those to the details. When

• ' Jc suis fort heureux,' he writes to Valat, ' que ce goiit se soit enfin divelopp6

ehez moi, quoiqu'un peu tar<l, d'une maniire aussi franehe et aussi vive, qui m'inspiro

a eet ^gard toutc I'iirdeur d'un jeune nonce. . . . Du reste ce gofitesthiticjuo

n'est pas borne a la musique, quoiquo actuellement dominante ; il s'itend aussi a la

peinture, et surtout a la poesie, pour laquelle tu connais monancienneprWilection,

qui, aprJs m'avoir momontanimcnt quitt^, m'est dcpuis longtemps plcinemeut

revenue.'
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this elaboration, first of the whole aud then of the parts,

was finished, he considered that his volume was completed.

And this was true, for on sitting down to write he recovered

without loss every one of the ideas which formed the tissue

of his work, and recovered them in their order and connec-

tion, although not a word had been committed to paper. In

this way he composed the course of lectui'es which embraced

the whole Positive Philosoph}', and the catastrophe which

followed (in 1826) proves that the method was as dangerous

as it was puissant.' When once he began to write he Avas

hurried along by the impetuous cun-ent of his thoughts ; and

the dates which he has given of the composition of various

parts of his writings prove the almost incredible rapidity,

with which he wrote. The sheets were sent to press as fast

as they were written ; so that the printing of each volume

was completed almost as soon as he laid down the pen.

The last of his private pupils, whose name has not trans-

pired, has given an interesting glimpse of his illustrious

teacher, in a paper which appeared in Chcmibers's Journal

(June 19, 1858). After narrating how he found himself in

this position, he adds :
—

' Daily as the clock struck eight on

the horloge of the Luxembourg, while the ringing hammer on

the bell was yet audible, the room of my door opened, and

there entered a man, short, rather stout, almost what one

might call sleek, freshly shaven, without vestige of whisker or

moustache. He was invariably dressed in a suit of the most

spotless black, as if going to a dinner party; his white

neckcloth was fresh from the laundress's hands, and his hat

shining like a racer's coat. He advanced to the arm-chair

prepared for him in the centre of the writing-table, laid his

hat on the left-hand comer, his snuff-box was deposited on

the same side beside the quire of paper placed in readiness

for his use, and dipping the pen twice into the ink-bottle,

then bringing it to within an inch of his nose, to make sure

it was properly filled, he broke silence : " We have said that

the chord a b," &c. For three quarters of an hour he con-

tinued his demonstration, making short notes as he went on.
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to guide the listener in repeating the problem alone ; then,

taking up another cahier which lay beside him, he went

over the written repetition of the former lesson. He ex-

plained, corrected, or commented till the clock struck nine

;

then, with the little finger of the right hand brushing fi-om

his coat and waistcoat the shower of superliuous snufl' which

had fallen on them, he pocketed liis snufl-box, and, resuming

his hat, he as silently as when he came in made his exit by

the door which I rushed to open for him. This man of

few words was the Aristotle or Bacon of the nineteenth

century.

* Thus for a year I daily sat a listener, not always attentive,

and to the last but dimly conscious of the value of lessons

which I can never forget in their higher meaning, though

the angles and curves which they explained have long since

become to me more meaningless than hieroglyphics.

'One would think that such a teacher, gliding in and out

like a piece of cluck-work, without an interchange of any

of the gentle courtesies of life, would raise only a repulsive

feeling in his pujjil. It was in vain I tried to break through

the coldness of our relations, to establish that little pre-

liminarj- gossip in which I have found some teachers too

ready to employ all the time of their lesson ; he seemed to

say that he had nerved himself to a disagreeable duty, and

that nothing should turn him from it. Only twice did I

even succeed in gaining proof that he had something mortal

in his composition. I had been six weeks under his tuition,

and still persisted, with more, perhaps, of malice than of

ignorance, in using the most abominably ungrammatical

French in my written repetitions of his lectures. One
morning he lost patience at some solecism more excruciating

than usual ; and laying do^vn his pen, he turned to me, and

said : " Why do you persevere in writing such barbarisms ?
"

" You know I am a foreigner," said I :
" how should I do

better? " "You can at least do better than this : write as

you speak ;" and he resumed his pen, correcting every fault

of language. From that day, there were few grammatical
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blunders in my papers. Once again, and tliis time less

will'ully, I encountered the same mild anger. I was at the

time studying very hard, generally thirteen hours a day of

book-work—a folly bitterly expiated and repented since

—

and I was seldom in bed till after midnight. One black

wintry morning, after harder Avork than usual, I nodded over

the lecture. With no straining of the ears, could I drink in

the sense ; with no forcing of the eyelids, keep them open.

I dared not rise and take a few turns in the room, for this

would have been a violation of our habits. So I sat till the

humming of the voice, and the scraping of the pen, acted

like a lullab}', and I was already three parts asleep, when
suddenly a change of tone aroused me, and the words " But

you sleep," recalled me to myself, only to see my tutor stalk-

ing out of the room, while I vainly tried to catch and

appease him. The next day, he resumed the lesson where

he had left off on the one previous to my nap, but not a

word of reproach was uttered, or of apology allowed, by the

insulted sage.

' From that day, I began to love him. Cold or absti"acted

as he seemed, the intellectual giant henceforth won almost

impercejitibl}' on the youth. I could not feel, much less mea-

sure his greatness,but I acquired an interest in the dry science

he taught me ; and had I continued under his charge, I might

have become a mathematician. I had been taught to fear,

not to revere my masters ; if I had a liking for any one, it had

been in proijortion to his laxness : and I now foimd myself half

unconsciously, and quite unaccountably, gliding into a sort of

affection for the most unappi-oachable, the most uncongenial

of them all. I was then the most uni-easonable of boy-

mortals. I cannot, therefore, suppose that this feeling was

due to the sway of pure reason over my mind ; I can only

think that it arose from an instinctive perception of the

smothered kindliness which entered so largely into his com-

position.

' I returned to England to " keep halls," and devote mj^-

self to a new range of studies- -stigmatised, I believe, by my
VOL. II. X X
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masters and pastors as pure iilleiicss, because not set down

in their books ; and it was two years before I was again in

Paris. By that time I had become acquainted with what was

published of the rJtilosophie i^oxHive. From its pages I had

learned that my old tutor was a great man, though hardly

yet a celebrated one. I had learned to contrast his earnest-

ness with the laissez-faire of others; and a visit to him was

one of the first pleasures which I promised myself in the

capital most fertile in pleasure to youthful visitors. Mindful

of the showers of snuff which had too often attacked my
sternutatory muscles, I can-iod him a Cumnock snuflF-box,

with one of our Ayrshire pebbles in the lid, and was delighted

to find it graciously accepted. He put it at once into

a drawer of his writing-table, and then told mo that he had

given up the use of snuff. He said that he had withdrawn

entirely from the world, to devote himself without distraction

to the politics of his philosophy—that he no longer even

read the newspapers, and had weaned himself from every

superfluity.

' It was not till 1851 that I again saw him. He was then

the acknowledged chief of a school, and renowned, if not

admired, among all thinkers. I had some little trouble in

finding his abode, and it was with a beating heart that I

pulled the bell-string. An old gentleman in a dressing-

gown, with a black neckerchief strung round his throat,

opened the door. 1 almost thought I had misunderstood the

porter's directions. " Monsieur Comte ? " I enquiringly said.

' " It is I, Sir," was the answer.

' The change in his appearance intimidated me, and I hesi-

tatingly mentioned my name. At once he put out his hand,

and drew me into his sitting-room. Here I was able to

remark the wonderful change which had come over his

expression since we had last met. He now reminded me of

one of those mediaeval pictures which rej^resent St. Francis

wedded to Poverty. There was a mildness in those attenu-

ated features that might be called ideal rather than human
;

through the half-closed eyes there shone the verj' soul of
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liim wlio had doubted whether he had anything more than

intellect. " I did not recognise you," he said, opening a

drawer ;
" but I think of you almost daily. See, I stUl have

your box, and I keep my seals in it, so that I am often

reminded of you." He spoke unreservedly of the honourable

poverty to which the last revolution, in depriving him of

his modest competence, had reduced him, and he told me
how the generous sacrifices of some of his disciples had

relieved him of the cares of material existence.

' He indulged me with a long conversation, every word of

which filled me with fresh wonder. He was no longer the

rigid thinker, regular and passionless as mechanism ; he

seemed to have renewed his youth, to have added something

to his former self, but how or what, I could not at the time

imagine. In terms unintelligible to me, he referred to re-

lations which had given impulse to his afl'ections ; he spoke

with enthusiasm of the Italian poets, and of Shakspeare and

Milton, whose works he had learned to read in the original

;

and— surprise !—taking from his chimney-piece a well-

thumbed copy of the Imitation, he said :
" I read some pages

of this book every morning."

' I already had had cause to suspect that under that frigid

mask which he wore in earlier years, an impulsive nature

and warm affections were concealed ; I had heard at the

time that the little keepsake I had brought had pleased him

so much, that in speaking of it a few days afterwards his

eyes glistened ; I understood, therefore, that far within him

was a lovuig soul ; and I now learned, from a book which he

gave me, the story of how he had found and lost the coun-

terpart, the other half, which he had so long sought. The

history of the platonic love to which he owed the late deve-

lopment of his affections is a strange one, and the story of

its heroine one of the saddest in the history of crime.'

To return : the year 1842 is doubly memorable : it saw the

termination of his great work and of his conjugal life. I

have already said that into the domestic question I cannot
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enter. Be the blame of the faihire chiefly hers, or chiefly

his, the failure sprang from conditions we cannot accurately

ajij^reciate. That the separation was her deed, and not his,

seems indisputable ; and in one of his letters to Madame de

Vaux he writes :
—

' An indispensable separation, all the

more irrevocable on mj- side because I in no wuy provoked

it, completely relieved me of an intolerable domestic oppres-

sion, now happily converted into a simple pecuniary charge

which mj' character forbids my feeling in its true weight.

In truth, the two first years of that new situation, during the

interval between the close of my first great olaboi-ation and

the opening of the second, were passed in enjoyment of the

negative happiness resulting from this unhoped-for calm

succeeding the long and daily agitation.' It is clear from

many indications that they quarrelled frequently and vio-

lently ; their views of life were different, and probably the

worldly views of the one were a continual exasperation to the

other ; but it is also clear that he did not regard her as

having done anything to forfeit his respect and admiration

;

in one of his letters he lays the principal stress on the fact

of her having never loved him. He continued for some

yeai's to correspond with her on affectionate terms.

"With the publication of the Philosophic positive he assured

his place among the great thinkers of all ages, but drew

upon himself the bitter hatred of rivals and insulted profes-

sors, which hatred, being aided by the indignation of theo-

logians, metaphysicians, and journalists, Avho were irritated

at his dangerous doctrines and sweeping scorn, ended in

driving him from his official position. He was turned adrift

once moi'e to seek a laborious existence as a teacher of

mathematics. The story is told by him in the preface to the

sixth volume of the Philosophic positive, and in fuller detail

by M. Littre.* It need not be repeated here ; the sad result

is enough. To mitigate the blow, three Englishmen—Mr.

Grote, Ml'. Kaikes Currie, and Sir W. Molesworth—through

• To which may now bo added tbe Lttlrcs a Vahit.
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the intervention of Mr. Stuart Mill, offered to re^jlace the

official salary for one year, understanding that at the end
of the year Comte would be reinstated, or would have

resolved on some other career. The year passed, and his re-

election was again refused. At first this troubled him but

little. He had learnt to regard the * subsidy ' of his ad-

mirers as his right. It was due from the rich to the philo-

sopher ; and the philosojiher could more effectually use his

powers if all material anxieties were taken from him. This,

however, was by no means the light in which the case was
seen in England. Mr. Grote sent an additional 600 francs,

but a renewal of the subsidy was declined. Comte was

exasperated. I remember hearing him speak of the re-

fusal, as if some unworthy treachery had been practised on

him. I tried to explain as delicately as I could what I

conceived to be the point of view of his friends who had

never thought of becoming his bankers ; but he had so

entirely wrought himself into the persuasion that the refusal

was a moral dereliction, and that no excuse could be offered

for men who had wealth withholding a slight portion of it

from thinkers whose lives were of importance to the world,

that I saw explanation was useless. He had a fixed idea

on the subject ; and it may be seen expressed in haughty

terms in his letter to Mr. Mill.* If there is much to be

said (and I think there is) in favour of his idea of the duty

of the rich towards thinkers whose aims they approve, there

is also not a little to be said on the other side, and not a libtle

blame attributable to his manner of urging his claims. He
chose to assume a ' haute magistrature morale ' which others

would not recognise. He professed to speak solely as a phi-

losopher, but showed too much personal pre-occupation. It

* And in a published work :
' Je somrae tons les occidentaiix capables de sentir,

d'une mani^re quelconque, la ^Taie portee de mes travaux, de coneourir loyalement,

suivant leurs moyeus respectifs, au digne protectorat institue pour moi. Si les

positivistes incomplets persistaient a motiver leux coupahle indifference sur leurs

divergences partielles envers Tensemble de ma doctrine, je devoilerais aisement

l'iyo'is9)ie mal cache sous ce vaiu pretexte.'

—

Systeme de Politique positive, iii.

Preface, p. xxv.
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is sad to hear that the result of this was a coohiess on

the part of Mr. Mill, and the cessation of a correspondence

•which he had valued, and to which Conite himself attached

great value (as appears in one of his letters to me, enquiring

into the cause of the silence, and showing anxiety on the

subject).

This idea of a subsidy replacing the ' infamous spoliation,'

became, as I said, a fixed idea, and he now boldly relinqiiished

all efforts at providing an income, and made a public appeal

to his admirers for one. The appeal was responded to dur-

ing the rest of his life*

Meanwhile he was to le.arn the unspeakable influences of

a deep affection. We have seen St.-Simon giving the bias to

his intellect which determined the creation of the I'liiloKojihic

pogitive ; we have now to see the bias given to his thoughts

by a passionate love, which carried him to sentimental and

mystical conceptions little foreseen by his early adherents.

It was in the year 1845 that he first met Madame Clotilde

de Vaux, There was a strange similarity in their widowed

conditions. She was irrevocably separated from her husband

by a crime which had condemned him to the galleys for life

;

yet although morally free, she was legally boiuid to the man
whose disgrace overshadowed her. Comte also was irre-

vocably separated from his wife by her voluntary departure
;

and although morally free was legally bound. Marriage

being thus unhappily impossible, they had only the imperfect,

j-et inestimable, consolation of a pure and passionate friend-

ship. He was fond of applying to her the lines of his

favourite Dante

—

* Quella che imparadisa la mia mcntc

Ogni baHso peasier dal cor m' arulsc'

Everyone who knew him during this brief period of happi-

ness will recall the mystic enthusiasm with which he spoke

of her, and the irrepressible overflowing of his emotion which

• The circulars which ho yearly sunt forth are prinU-d in the prefaces to Lis

Sytthne de Politique positive.
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led liim to speak of lier at all times and to all listeners. It

was in the early days of this attachment that I first saw him

;

and in the course of our very first interview he spoke of her

with an expansiveness which was very interesting. When
I next saw him he was as expansive in his grief at her irre-

parable loss ; and the tears rolled down his cheeks as he

detailed her many jjerfections. His hapi^iness had lasted but

one year.

Her death made no change in his devotion. She under-

went a transfiguration. Her subjective immortality became

a real presence to his mystical affection. Dimng life she

had been a benign influence irradiating his moral nature,

and for the first time giving satisfaction to the immense

tenderness which slumbered there ; she thus initiated him
into those secrets of emotional life which were indispensable

to his i)hilosoi3liy in its subsequent elaboration. Her death

rather intensified than altered this influence, by purifying it

from all personal and objective elements.

In one of his letters to her we read :—
' Le charmant

bonjour auquel je n'ai pu repondi-e avant hier me laissera le

souvenir permanent d'une affectueuse expression carac-

teristique dont j'oprouve le besoin de vous remercier speciale-

ment, quand vous y avez daigne mentionner votre bonheur

de 7n'acquerir. En effet, c'est bien la, ma Clotilde, le mot qui

nous convieut mutuellement, pour designer a ohacun de nous

sa meilleure propriete. Plus notre intimite se developpe et

Se consolide, mieux je sens journellement que cette chaste

union est devenue chez moi la principale condition d'un

bonheur que j 'avals toujours ardemment reve, mais sans

pouvoir, helas ! I'eprouver jamais avant d'avoir subi votre

bienfaisant empire.'

The remainder of his life was a perpetual hj-mu to her

memory. Every week he visited her tomb. Every day he

prayed to her and invoked her continual assistance. His

published invocations and eulogies may call forth mockery

from frivolous contemporaries—intense convictions and dis-

interested passions easily lending themselves to ridicule—but



660 AUGUSTS COMTE.

posterity will read in them a grave lesson, and will see that

this modem Beatrice played a considerable part in the

evolution of the Religion of Humanity. Philosophic students

will admit that to act powerfully on the sentiments of others

the philosopher must have first participated in them himself;

and that the elaboration of a system in its emotional rela-

tions could only be accomplished by a thinker who had been

profoundly moved. This initiation Comto gained through

Madame de Vaux. In one of his letters to her ho says :

—

' Mon organisation a re9u d'une tres-tendre mere certaiues

cordes intimes, eminemment feminines, qui n'ont pu assez

vibrer faute d'avoir etc convenablement ebranlees. L'epoque

est enfiu venae d'en developper ractivit^, qui, peu sensible

directement dans le premier volume, essenticllementlogique,

dc mon prochain ouvrage, caracterisera fortement le tome

sxiivant, ct encore plus le quatrieme ou dernier. Cost de

votre salutaire influence que j'atteuds, ma Clotilde, cette in-

estimable amelioration, qui doit dignemcnt ecarter les

reproches de certains critiques sur le jiretendu defaut

d'onction propre a mon talent, ou quelquos ames i>rivilegiecs

ont seules reconnu deja une profonde sentimcntalite im-

plicite, en m'avouant avoir pleure a certains passages philoso-

phiques, ceux-la meme quo j 'avals, en effet, Merits tout en

larmes.'

It may be useful here to remark that Comte is frequently

written against by those who know him only at second

hand, as offensively dry, hard, materialistic, and irreligious

;

while by those who have more or less acquainted themselves

with his ^vritings, he is frequently condemned as a mystical,

sentimental, and despotically moral pontiff. One class

objects to him because he allows no place to the emotions

;

another because he makes philosophy too emotional. One
class fulminates against his denial of religion ; another class

is more disposed to echo the apostrophe of Billaud Varennes

to Robespierre, ' Avec ton Etre supreme, tu commences a

m'embeter !

' He is called an atheist ; and no one was

ever more contemptuous towards atheism. He is called a
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materialist ; and no great thinker was ever less amenable to

the objections which that term connotes.

The contradictory charges are grounded upon a misappre-

hension of the scope and spirit of his philosoplij', in the first

place ; and in the second upon the fact that there is a very

wide divergence in Method and results between his early and

later works. Up to 1842 he placed himself in the direct

line of historical filiation, and subordinated his researches to

the Objective Method ; he resumed and systematised the

efforts of his scientific predecessors in one vast and compact

body of doctrine, creating a Philosophy out of the various

sciences by giving unity to their scattered generalities. But

after 1842 a radical change took place ; the philosopher

began to assume the position of a pontiff. He changed

his Method (and was forced to change it), and coincident

with this theoretical transformation, was the emotional

transformation initiated by a jirofouud affection and a pro-

found sorrow.

Before setting himself to the composition of his second

great work, Comte is supposed to have had another cerebral

attack, though but a slight one, and of brief duration ; and

it will not be without indignation that impartial readers will

observe how M. Littre, apparently to explain his rejection of

the doctrines, insinuates that they were vitiated in their

origin by that (hypothetical) cerebral attack. From un-

thinking and reckless adversaries such an accusation might

be anticipated. From one who avows himself a disciple it

could only escape reproof by being at least plausibly founded.

Now on what grounds can M. Littre pretend that the cere-

bral attack, the very existence of which is a supposition of

his own, and the duration of which must have been slight,

vitiated the Politique, when he refuses to admit that the

avowed, long continued, and violent attack which preceded

the composition of the Philosphie in any respect vitiated that

work? The contradiction is glaring. To suppose that a

man issues from an attack of insanity lasting many months

and characterised by extreme violence, without injury to his
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pliilosopliical iutegritj, and many years afterwards suffers a

radical metamorphosis through a very trivial attack, so trivial

as to be only suspected from a passing phrase in a letter, is

not indeed a sui)i)osition beyond the i*each of psychological

inference, and if supported by evidence would find little

resistance; but for a disciple of the Philosophic to insinuate

that the rolHiqnehas the taiut of insanity, is a contradiction

I am forced to point out. The weaknesses and extrava-

gances which strike M. Littr^ in the second work cannot be

adduced in proof, because those who reject the first work

might on equal grounds detect insanity in the ideas which

to them appear weak and extravagant. Moreover, M. Littre,

as a student of Comte, ought not to have overlooked the

very obvious germs of these extravagances which are in the

I'hUosophif— the tendencies towards despotic systematisation

and arbitrary fictions, which in the Poliliqiw have all the

more freedom because unrestrained by established truths.

As a student of history he ought not to have overlooked the

fact that the unbridled employment of the deductive method

was inevitable on a topic which was destitute of the requisite

inductions; that is t<i say inevitable in the case of all who

are not content to await the slow results of inductive inves-

tigation. Finally, and conclusively, M. Littre should not

have failed to recognise in the I'uliliijue the same intellectual

force, the same sustained power of conception and co-ordi-

nation, although with less successful result, as had com-

manded his veneration in the Philosophie. To reject the

work may be permissible ; to see in it the work of an intellect

distorted by disease is an extravagance greater than any to

be found in its pages. The reach of intellect and profoundly

moral tone displayed in every chapter, can only be miscon-

ceived by those who estimate the force of a thinker according

to the immediately available truths he offers them—an esti-

mate which would make sad havoc with the pretensions of a

Plato, a Descartes, a Spinoza, or a Hegel.

I am not pleading for the later system. On the contrary,

my dissent from it is open and direct. All the later positivists
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regard me as a heretic. But I am a reverent lieretic never-

theless : in other words, I profaundly admire the greatness

and sincerity of the thinker, whom I believe to have at-

tempted a task fur which the materials were not ready. If

men will approach the work with minds sufficiently open

to receive instruction from teachers whom on the whole they

refuse to follow, capable of setting aside differences, to seize

upon and profit by agreements, they will carry away from

the Politique many luminous suggestions, and that ennobling

influence which always rays out from a moral conviction.

They must be i^repared to find passages to marvel at, passages

to laugh at, and passages to fling hard words at. But they

will detect even in these the presence of a magisterial intellect,

can-ied by the deductive impetus beyond the limits of common
prudence ; they will detect nothing of the incoherence of

insanity. Even the stai'tling suggestion which he propounds

on the basis of what he himself calls a daring hypothesis

—

i.e. that of the Vierge Mere—is a legitimate deduction from

what many regard as established data ; it happens to be

absurd because the data are profoundly erroneous, although

they have been, and still are, accei^ted by many scientific

men as truths. Had the data been true, the deduction would

have been as admii-able as it is now laughable : it would have

been a genuine scientific hypothesis.

Antagonism to the Method and certain conclusions of the

Politique positive led me for many years to regard that work

as a deviation from the Positive Philosophy in every way

unfortunate. My attitude has changed now that I have

learned (from the remark of one very dear to me) to regard

it as an Utopia, presenting hyijotheses rather than doctrines,

suggestions for future enquirers rather than dogmas for

adepts— hypotheses carrying more or less of truth, and

serviceable as a provisional mode of colligating facts, to be

confii-med or contradicted by experience. Grave students

think it no misuse of time to study the Republic and the

Laws of Plato. Let them approach the Systems de Politique

positive in a similar spirit ; they will find there an intellect
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greater than Plato's, a morality higher and purer, anil an

amount of available suggestion incomparably greater.

Although no importance is to be attached to the slight

cerebral attack (if attack there were) which preceded the

composition of this work, there is intense biographical and

psychological significance in the indications of the mental

modifications which accompanied what may be called the

development of the pontifical spirit in Comte. The germs

are visible in his earliest years. No one can study the

Philosophie without recognising the iiTcpi-essible tendency to

domination, to a systematising circumscription of our aims

with a view to unit^- (without, as Mr. Mill justly remarks,

any demonstration of the necessity of such »niity), and to

reliance on deductive reasoning irrespective of objective

verification. We see only the germs, because the soil of

positive science was ill-suited to their development. Obliged

to employ the Objective Method throughout, he was forced

to restrain these tendencies, under penalty of failure. As he

grew older, and lived more and more alone, absorbed in

meditation, less and less occupied with what had been effected

by others, his intense self-confidence became enormously

exaggerated, and the disposition to take his own feelings as

sufficient guarantee and proof, grew more and more dis-

astrous. The very vividness of his conceptions, rising up

during long and lonely meditation, rendered it difficult for

him to doubt their reality ; while the deductive impatience

natural to a systematic intellect prevent<>d his verifying their

reality. He first struck out an hypothesis ; he then over-

leaped the next condition of testing its conformity with fact

:

it became a truth in his mind, and he proceeded to deduce

from it as from a verified truth. The awakening of an in-

tense emotional life, and the welcome homage of a few ardent

discijjles, contributed their share. The conviction of an

apostolic mission grew apace. The transformation of the

systematic theorist into the pontiff was rapid. Those who
were subjugated by his personal influence, or are fascinated by
the seeming truth of his doctrines, will see a logical develop-

I
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ment in this ; whereas we who stand aloof can see iu it

nothing but the unfortunate fatality which seems attached to

deep convictions in certain powerful and aiTogant natures.

Those who consider Mahomet an imj^ostor, and Loyola a

malignant despot, may brand Comte with similar epithets of

scorn or hatred. But if with a deeper sympathy and wider

knowledge we mark the line between infirmity and strength,

recognising that where the lights are brightest there the

shadows are darkest, we shall be careful not to confound a

common infirmity with an uncommon greatness. Hundreds

of men have been as vain, as arrogant, as despotic iu their

temjiers ; but how many have been as severely ascetic, as pro-

foundly moral, as devoted to high thoughts, and as magnifi-

cently endowed ? We need not follow the errors of a great

mind because of his greatness ; but ought we to forget the

greatness when we reject the errors ?

After the publication of the Politique there is little of

biographical importance to be added. In 1852 he had

published the Catechisme positiviste, a little work which, I

think, has done more to retard the acceptance of his views

than all the attacks of antagonists. It contains many pro-

found and noble passages, and to thorough disciples is doubt-

less a precious work ; but it should have been an esoteric

work, at least for many years. Catechisms are for the con-

verted. The objections to this one, apart from the ideas

which, to all but believers, must appear without adequate

foundation, are, first, that being brief and j)opular in form

it is seized on by those who wish to ' know something about

Comte ' and are unwilling to take the requisite labour of

reading the more serious works ; secondly, that he was

incapable of conducting a popular exposition in a dramatic

form, hence a perpetual sense of the ridiculous vexes

the reader, preventing his giving serious attention to the

matter ; thirdly, that in an unpromising and unconvincing

form it puts forth ideas which could only escape ridicule

and indignation b}' a very earnest, logical, and persuasive

exposition. If my voice can have the slightest weight with
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the reader, I beg liiui not to open the Catechism until he has

carefully studied the tvro great works by which Comte will

live in history.

The Sijnthese i^ubjective he did not live to finish. It con-

tains some precious thoughts, and much that is startling and

extravagant. I am given to understand that some eminent

mathematicians think highly of the mathematical philosophy

it propounds.

Dr. Robinet has sketched the routine of Comte's daily life

in these later years. The picture should be meditated by

those whose irritation has led them to throw hard words

at this ' materialist and scoffer.' He rose at five in

the morning, prayed, meditated, and wrote until seven in

the evening, with brief intervals for his two meals. Every

day he read a chapter from the Imitation of Christ and a

canto of Dante. Homer also was frequently re-read. Poetry

was his sole relaxation now that he could not longer indulge

his passion for the opera. From seven to nine (and on

Sundays in the afternoon) he received visits, especially from

working men, among whom he found disciples. On Wed-
nesday afternoons he visited the tomb of Madame de Vaux.

At ten he again prayed and went to bed. The hour of

prayer was to him an hour of mystic and exquisite exijansion.

Nothing could be simpler than his meals: breakfast consisted

only of milk ; dinner was more substantial, but rigorously

limited. At the close of dinner he daily replaced dessert by

a piece of drj' bread, which he ate slowly, meditating on the

numerous poor who were unable to procure even that means

of nourishment in return for their work.

He died September 5, 1857, at the age of sixty, leaving

behind him an immortal name, and an almost canonised

position in the memory of a select few, who still carry out,

with admirable energy, the efforts to establish and spread

the Religion of Humanity, undismayed by the ridicule and

social persecution which await every religious movement
at its outset.

The increasing notoriety of the name of Auguste Comte is



Ills LIFE. 687

significant of a spreading sympathy and a spreading dread.

In grave treatises and in periodical works his opinions are

silently adopted, ofienly alluded to, and discussed with

respect ; but much ofteuer they furnish a flippant sentence

to some jaunty journalist, or pander to the austere dishonesty

of some polemical theologian. Indignation, scorn, and

ridicule are poured forth with all the greater freedom because

usually unhampered by any first-hand knowledge. It is

with him as it used to be with Kant, who not many years

ago was a standing butt : many who had never opened the

Kritik, and more who would have understood nothing of it

had they read it, laughed at the ' dreamer ' and his ' trans-

cendental nonsense,' without any misgiving that they were

making themselves ridiculous in the ej'es of those who laiew

something about Kant. They are now respectful or silent.

Surely it is wise to be entirely silent about that of which

we know ourselves to be ignorant ? As if our natural lia-

bility to en'or were not frequently misleading us, even in our

most painstaking enquiries, we must add to it by what Mr.

Mill somewhere calls ' the abuse of the privilege of si^eaking

confidently about writers whom we have never read.' Few

reflect that the exercise of this privilege is foolish ; still

fewer that it is dishonest. There is always peril in pretence.

Silence cannot commit us. And if many delusively imagine

that they do know enough of Comte to form a general

estimate of him, let them ask themselves whether this know-

ledge is anything more than the echo of what others have

said, those others being for the most part antagonists ? Such

a question would silence the candid ; nothing will silence the

garrulous and ignorant.

Nor is it only fi-om the garrulous and ignorant that foolish

and imworthy criticisms proceed. There is the fatal habit

of many minds to take up a celebrated writer under the bias

of a foregone conclusion ; and a Darwin, or a Comte, is read,

not with the serious desire to understand a doctrine, but to

find contradictions and absurdities which may justify the

savage satisfaction of contempt. But no polemics that are
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founded on a misconception of the adversaries' strength can

seriously affect the ultimate triumph of a doctrine. The

disciples of the Positive Philosophy may therefore disregard

all attacks which do not expose its weak positions; and should

endeavour to fortify the system where its weakness is made

evident. Comte himself wisely' abstained from all jwlemics.

* Si mes principes sont bous et opportuns,' he wrote to Valat,

' ils se defendront par leur propre poids et par la sui>eriorito

de leur application continue.'

There is but one point I shall notice, and this only because

it is one which has a specious air, such as may impose on

readei-s unacquainted with Science, or modestly underrating

their judgment in such matters when opposed by scientific

authorities. It is this : Cninte founds his I'liilosophy on the

Sciences; and we are triumphantly told that many men of

science absolutely refuse to admit his competence ; whence

the conclusion suggested is that his Philosophy is unworthy

of attention.

This conclusion is unacceptable, firstly, because the fact

that many men of science speak contemptuously of Comte's

pretensions is neutralised by the fact that some men, and

these among the most eminent, speak admiringly ; secondly,

by the fact that the estimates formed by men of science are

often determined by prejudices of an extra scientific order.

Thus if a mathematician like Arago could express his opinion

that Comte had no claim whatever to the mathematical pro-

ficiency which would entitle him to be elected a professor at

the Ecole Norma le, we have no need to enquire into the

personal motives which dictated such an opinion, it is enough

to cite the far weightier testimony of Poinsot, the greatest

mathematician of his age, who warmly supported Comte's

candidature for the chair. If a biologist like Professor

Huxley can speak with hasty contempt of Comte's scientific

pretensions, a biologist like De Blainville adopts Comte's

views, and expounds them in his lectures ; and a biologist

like Charles Robin, who is learned in the history of his

science, can declare that in no other writer has he found views
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so luminous and just respecting the pliilosopliy of Biology,

and has tlierefore been forced to follow Comto step by stej).*

I might mention several other eminent names, but these

suffice ; and even they are superfluous, because in the case

of a doctrine so offensive to theological and metaphysical

doctrines, and to the amour-propre of scientific specialists, it

requires but slight acquaintance with history to appreciate

this opposition at its true worth. Have we not seen Darwin

pi-oclaimed a ' mere amatinir,' and as such excluded from the

Acadeinie des Sciences ? And was not this contemptuous

epithet applied to the biologist whose name will be immortal,

the exjjression of M. Emile Blauchard, a specialist of Euro-

pean renown ? If Darwin can bo styled an amateur, Comte

may be styled a smatterer; but who is damaged by such

epithets ?

§ II. The Positive Philosophy.

Philosophy, as we have seen in the various phases of its

history, has always had one aim, that of furnishing an

Exi)lanation of the World, of Man, and of Society ; but it has

sought this aim by various routes. To solve the problems of

existence, and to supply a rule of life, have constituted its

purpose more or less avowed. Stead}' in this purjiose, it has

been vacillating in its means : now borrowing and now re-

jecting the principles and conclusions of its rival, Theology ?

now claiming and now violating the methods of Science
;

unwilling to follow either, incapable of advancing alone.

We have seen it endeavouring to embrace all enquiry ; and

seen it in despair restricting itself to Psychology, in spite

of the manifest incompetence of Psychology, even were it

* ' J'ai Tciinement cherche aillcurs que dans Auguste Comte, rles vues d'ensemble

plus profond^ment justes et lumineuses, concernant tout ce qui tient a I'objet ct au

l>ut de la biologip, a ses relations avec les autres sciences, a la nature et a I'^tendue

de ses recherches essentlolles, aux moyens d'investiga'ion qui lui soiit propres et

anx parties de la logique en particulier de la philosophie en g^n^rjl, qu'elle

di'velnppe et affermit. Aus^i ai-jo et6 force de suivre pas a pas cephilosophe dans

ci'tte partie de inon travail.'

—

Charles Robin : T)c la Biologic; first printed in the

Rsime de la Philosojihie positive, p. 81, July 1SC7.

VOL. II. Y y
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perfecterl, to furnish cosmical and social theories : an incom-

petence more or less recognized by metaphysicians, who

refused to restrict their wide-sweeping enquiries to the mere

investigation of human faculties, and the conditions of

thought.

With the creation ofthe Positive Philosoijhy this vacillation

ceases. A new era has dawned. For the first time in

history an Explanation of the World, Society, and Man, is

presented which is thoroughly honiogejieous, and at the same

time thoroughly in accordance with accurate knowledge:

having the reach of an all-enibnicing System, it condenses

human knowledge into a Doctrine, and co-ordinates all the

methods by which that knowledge has been reached, and

will in future be extended. Its aim is the renovation of

Societj-. Its basis is Science—the positive knowledge we
have attained, and may attain, of all phenomena whatever.

Its method is the Objective MethfHl which has justified its

supremacy by its results. Its superstructure is the hierarchy

of the sciences— i.e. that distribution and co-ordination of

general truths which transforms the scattered and indepen-

dent sciences into an organic whole wherein each part

depends on all that precede, and determines all that succeed.

The cardinal distinctions of this system may be said to

arise naturally from the one aim of making all speculations

homogeneous. Hitherto Theology whilf claiming certain

toi)ics as exclusively its own (even within the domain of

knowledge) left vast fields of thought nntraversed. It re-

served to itself Ethics and History with occasif>nal incur-

sions into Psychology ; but it left all cosmical problems to be

settled by Science, and many psychological and biological

problems to be settled by Metaphysics. On the other hand
Science claiming absolute dominion over all cosmical and

biological problems, left Morals and Politics to metaphy-

sicians and theologians, with only an occasional and inci-

dental effort to bring these also under its sway. Thus
while it is clear that society needs one Faith, one Doctrine,

which shall satisfy the whole intellectual needs; on the other
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hand it is clear that such a Doctrine is impossible so long as

three antagonistic lines of thought and three antagonistic

modes of investigation are adopted. Such is, and has long

been, the condition of Europe. A glance suffices to see that

there is no one Doctrine general enough to embrax;e all

knowledge, and sufficiently warranted by experience to

carry irresistible conviction.

Look at the state of Theology :—Catholicism and Protes-

tantism make one great division ; but within the sj^here of

each we see numerous subdivisions ; the variety of sects

is daily increasing. Each sect has remai-kable men amongst

its members ; but each refuses to admit the doctrines

of the others. There is, in fact, no one general doctrine

capable of uniting Catholics, Protestants, and their sub-

divisions. Look also at the state of Philosophy. There is

no one system universally accepted : there are as many

philosophies as there are speculative centres, almost as many

as there are professors. The systems of Germany are held

in England and Scotland as the dreams of alchemists; the

Psychology of Scotland is laughed at in Germany, and

neglected in England and France. Besides this general

dissidence, we see, in France and Germany at least, great

opposition between Theology and Philosophy openly pro-

nounced. This opposition is inevitable : it lies in the very

nature of Philosophy : and although, now as heretofore,

many professors eagerly argue that the two are j^erfectly

compatible and accordant, the discordance is, and always

must be, apparent.

With respect to genei'al doctrines, then, we find the state

of Europe to be this : Theologies opposed to Theologies

;

Philosophies opposed to Philosophies ; and Theology and

Philosophy at war with each other. Such is the anarchy in

the higher regions.

In the sciences there is less dissidence, but there is the

same absence of any general doctrine ; each science is on a

firm basis, and rapidly improves ; but a Philosophy of Science

was nowhere to be found when Auguste Comte came forward
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with the expivss purpose of supplying the deficiency. Tiie

upeciality of most scientific men, and their incapacity of

either producing or accepting general ideas, has long been

a matter of complaint ; and this has been one great cause of

the continuance of Metaphysics ; for men of speculative ability

siiw clearly enough that however exact each science might be

in itself, it could only form a part of Philosophy. Moreover

the evil of si>eci:i.lity is not confined to neglecting the whole

for the sake of the parts ; it affects the very highest condition

of Science, namely, its aipability of instructing and directing

Society.

In the early ages of speculation, general views were eagerly

sought and easily obtained. As Science became rich and

complex in materials, various divisions took place ; and one

man cultivated one science, another man another. Even

then general views were not a1>sent. But as the tide rolled

on, discover}' succeeding discovery, and new ti-aots of enquiry

loading to vast wildernesses of tuidiscovered truth, it became

necessary for one man to devote hini8<^'lf only to a small frac-

tion of a science, which he pursued, leaving to others the

task of bringing his researches under their general head.

Such a minnte division of labour was necessary for the

successful prosecution of minute and laborious researches ;

but it ended in making men of science regard mih/ the indi-

vidual parts of science ; the construction of general doctrines

was left to philosophers. A fatal error : for such doctrines

could only be truly constrncted out of the mati:'rials of Science

and upon the Method of Science.

In the present state of things the speculative domain is

composed of two very different portions,—general ideas and

positive sciences. The general ideas are powerless because

they are not positive : the ]X)sitive sciences are powerless

because they are not general. The new Philosophy is destined

to put an end to this anarchy, by presenting a Doctrine

which is positive, because elaborated from the sciences, and

yet possessing all the desired rjeneralitij of metaphysical doc-

I
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trinos, without possessing' tUeir va>^ueness, instability, aud

inapplicability.

How is this to be effected ? Obviously by taking Science

as the basis. The teaching of history is clear. Every-

where, Science with its all-conquering Methods is seen

steadily advancing, drawing more aud more subjects under

its rule, yielding answers to more and more problems while

Theology and Metaphysics remain impotent to furnish satis-

factory answers,aud are constantly found iu flagrant contradic-

tion with the certainties of experience. There are but three

modes of explaining phenomena, and of these the scientific

mode daily gains strength, the other two daily lose their

hold upon men. If the present anarchy is due to the simul-

taneous employment of three radically incompatible modes

of thought, obviously the cessation of that anarchy must

follow on the general adoption of only one of these modes

of thought. The question is, which are we to select ? When
Theology was supreme there was unity in doctrine and unity

in life. All men accej^ted the theological explanation of the

world, man and society. But iu proportion as knowledge

advanced, this explanation was discovered to be incessantly

iu contradiction with experience. If, therefore, we are to

select the theological mode of thought as our guide, and the

theological explanation of the Cosmos aud Society as our

doctrine, we must ignore all experience, sweep away all

science, and appeal to the Pope or to the Archbishop of Can-

terbury for answers to the questions in Astronomy, Physics,

Chemistry, Biology, and Sociology, which our pressing needs

or speculative curiosity may force upon us. Is Europe pre-

pared for this ? Is any one nation prepared for it ? Is any

cultivated mind prepared for it ?

The incompetence of Metaphysics has been clearly exhi-

bited in this History. Nothing, therefore, but Science

remains. Nevertheless, Science itself only furnishes the

basis. It must be transformed into a Philosophy before it

can satisfy the higher needs. Even the encyclopsedic know-

ledge of a Humboldt was powerless, because it was scientific
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knowledge, not Philosophy ; and becanse, moreover, even as

scientific knowledge it had the fatal defect of inconii>lete-

ness—it embraced cosmical, but excluded sociological specu-

lations. Supposing Humboldt to have mastei'ed, what he

was f\ir from conceiving, the philosophy of the cosmical

sciences, he would still have left the great problem un-

touched, he would have failed to propound a homogeneous

doctrine, since he would have left the vast and important

field of moral speculation to theologians or metaphysicians.

The completion of the scientific encydopifdia was therefore

a necessary preliminary ; and this was effected by the

creation of Sociology, as a science ranking with the

cosmical sciences. This task was reserved for the genius

of Auguste Comte. Having done this, he held in his

hand the complete materials for an universal Philosophy.

All human knowledge was now capable t)f being treated as

a homogeneous and organic whole, one spirit, one method,

and one aim presiding over each department.

But this waa only the first step, though a step of immense

importance. Having before him the materials of a Philo-

sophy, materials furnished by the efforts of all preceding

generations, he had next to organise them. The several

sciences had to furnish their philosophies, and to yield a

Philosophy which embraced the whole. The philosophy of

each science is the co-ordination of its fundamental truths

and special methods ; consequently the co-ordination of these

philosophies—the proper distribution of these truths and

methods in a dependent series —will yield the philosophy of

Science.

We shall have to consider this organisation of the sciences

more in detail hereafter ; for the present it is enough to

point out the position it occupies in the evolution of the

new doctrine. When we a<ld thereto the Law of Develop-

ment, through the theological, metaphysical, and positive

stages (of which also more anon), we have completed an indi-

cation of the great legacy Comte has left. These are his

contributions, his titles to immortal fame. They have been
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and will be disputed, as other men's titles have been and will

be. Some den}' that tliey are his ; others deny that they are

of value. I shall not discuss these questions. But although

I consider discussions respecting originality to be commonly

interminable and idle, there is one point which may profitably

be noticed, and that is the confusion between the positive

spirit and method, and the Positive Philosophy ; a confusion

which once cleared up may prevent much idle dissertation.

What is called the positive or scientific spirit is coeval

with Science ; indeed, only in that spirit is Science possible

;

and from the time of Galileo, Bacon, and Descartes, it dates

its recognition as a distinct power. In this sense, therefore,

we may truly say that positive thinkers have never been

wanting, and that the whole course of tradition has set

steadily in the direction of the new doctrine. Even the un-

tutored savage so far emjiloj^ed the Objective Method that

in certain very familiar and accessible phenomena he was

content with the visible and tangible projierties, and never

sought outlying agencies to account for them. As know-

ledge advanced men withdrew more and more j)henomena

fi'om the regency of outlying agencies, and placed them

under the regency of immanent properties : deities and

entities were replaced by laws.

But the method was only partially applied. In all cases

not sufficiently exjjlored, men continued—and the majority

still continues—to place unhesitating reliance on the action

of outlying agencies, simjjly because they had not discovered

the immanent jiroperties. Hence the continuous spectacle

of minds completely dominated by the Scientific Method

in Astronomy, Physics, and Chemistry, unwilling to extend

their principles to Biology, disdainful of the proposal to

apply them to Psychology, and regarding it as both

foolish and wicked to apply them to History, Politics, and

Morals.

If, however, the Positive Method is in germ as old as

Science, and if with gradual and ever-accelerated velocity it

has encroached upon and absorbed each department of
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enquiry, so that we now see its final adoption to be in-

evitable,* this does not in any way lessen Oouite's origi-

nality, does not diminish the need for u Positive Philosophy,

as the ofifspring of that Method. Positive thinkers may be

counted by thousands, but no one before Comte had a

glimpse of the Positive Philosophy. Thousands had culti-

vated Science, and with spK-ndid success ; not one had

conceived thq Philosophy which the sciences when orgiuiised

would naturally evolve. A few had seen the necessity of

extending the scientific Method to all enquiries, but no one

had seen how this was to be effected ; and the proof of this

is exhibited in the vogue and fx-.ignientary nature of all

previous attempts, and in the absence of all vision of it as a

renovating and harmonising principle which could transform

Science into a Philosophy and thus furnish a homogeneous

Doctrine. In this, as in most other parts of the system, we

see how Comte gathered together in one luminous focus the

scattered rays which issued from various sides. So long as

the rays were scattered men could read but little by their

light.

The Positive Philosophy is novel as a Philosophy, not as

a collection of truths never before suspected. Its novelty is

the organisation of existing elements. Its very principle

implies the absoqjtion of all that great thinkers had achieved

;

while incoqior.iting their results it extended their methods.

To assert, therefore, that Comte only placed himself in the

ranks of the advancing coluuui, filling a place which would

have otherwise been filled by others, is, I conceive, an

immense mistake ; and I regret to find Mr. Herbert Spencer

• 'Pour terminer mdicalemint cc clfeordrc, la seule miiniirp est de le lU-truire

dans son principe, en mmenant lo sjstinie Intellectuel a I'unit^. Or cela ne peut

se faire que de deux maniferes : ou Ijien en rendunt a la philosuphio thiiologique

(car il eat inutile de parler ici de la metaphvsiqup, qui ne serait jamais qu'une
transition) toute I'influence qu'elle a perdue ; ou bicn en compl^tant la philoi-opliie

positive de laxjon a la rcndre capable de remplacer definitivemeut la theologie. Si

done on rfg;irde comme demontr^e I'impossiljilitd de ritablir la tlifologio dans
toute I'etendce de son anci>-n empire, il n'y a pas d'autrc solution admissible quo
la formation definitive de la philcsopliie positive.'

—

Politique positive, iv. Ajrprn-

diix,f. 160.
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counteiuiuciiig it ; though his avowedly superficial acquaiut-

ance with tlie system reuders tlie error excusable. He says,

* M. Coiute designated by the term " Positive Philosophy " all

that definitely-established knowledge which men of science

have been gradually organising into a coherent body of

doctrine.'* Not so: the 'coherent body of doctrine' is

precisely that which no one has ever attempted since Science

emerged from a metaphysical condition. And Mr. Mill,

following in the same track, says, ' the philosophy called

Positive is not a recent invention of M. Comte, but a simple

adherence to the traditions of all the great scientific minds

whose discoveries have made the human race what it is.

M. Comte has never presented it in any other light (!)

But he has made the doctrine his own b}- his manner of

treating it.'f M. Littre, with just astonishment, exclaims,

' The great scientific minds ? This term imjjlies what seems

to me a confusion. Does it mean the philosophers ? Wh}-,

the philosophers, one and all, have belonged to theology or

metaphysics, and it is not their tradition which M. Comte

has followed. Does it meaia those who have illusb-atcd

particular sciences? Well, since they have not philoso-

phised, M. Comte cannot have received his philosophy from

them. That which is recent in the positive philosophy, that

which is M. Comte's invention, is the conception and con-

struction of a philosoph}', by drawing from particular

sciences, and from the teaching of great scientific minds,

such groups of truths as could be co-ordinated on the positive

method. 'J

On reconsideration Mr. Mill may perhaps admit that the

light which flashed upon his own mind when first he became

acquainted with Comte's work was something essentially

unlike what would have issued from a simple adherence to

tradition. He had little to learn on the score of what great

thinkers had taught, and must have known but too well

* Spencer : The Classification of the Sciences, 1864, p. 28.

f Mill : Aiigiisle Comte and Positivism, I860, p. 9.

J
Renic dcs Deux Mondcs, 15 aout 186G.
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tliat they had no cohereut body of doctrine to teach.

Further, he will admit that Cointe, who was keenly alive

to the debt he owed his predecessors,* and nobly generous

in his recognition of even a suggestion, would have been

astonished to hear that what he regarded as his great

achievement—the organisation of the results of research

into a doctrine—was no more than an adherence to tradi-

tion. What tmdition brought was the results ; what Comte

brought was the onjani^atioii of those results. He always

claimed to be the founder of the Positive Philosophy. That

he had every right to such a title is demonstral)k' to all who

distinguish between the positive sciences and the Philosophy

which co-ordinated the truths and methods of those sciences

into a doctrine. The achievement was great and novel

;

but its very i>erfection, which arises from its intimate har-

mony with all the great results of scientific research,

prevents the feeling of strangeness which usually accom-

panies novelty.

Having thus defined the position of the new Philosophy in

History, and Comte 's relation to it, we may look a little

closer into its nature. The creation of Sociology, by which

the series of the sciences was completed, will perhaps best be

appreciated after an exposition of his classification of the

sciences. This indisputably was entirely his own, and so far

from being sinijdy an ingenious arrangement without capital

imiwrtance, as many critics have supposed, it is nothing less

• ' Nous avons ninsi Kystimnlifiucmcnt r&ilixt- unc ^rolution individucllp nulii'iile-

mcnt ronfornie a revolution n^oenxairc do rhumanitc, quo Ton pent mainteniint ee

borucr a coiisiderer ici a pnrtir de rimpulxiou dccitiire detorminee par la doable

action philosopbiquo et ecicntifiquc enianie dc Bacon et do Descartes conjointement

avcc Kcplcr et fialilee. ... En outre, I'liomog^n^-iti continue de ces divcrses

determinations partielles nous a spontanement manifesti leur convergence crois-

sante vers une inenie philosopliio Hnale. Pour camct^-riser couvenabletiient cette

pbilosopbie il ne nous rcste done plus qu'i indiqner la co-ordination difiaitWe de
ces difiSrentes conceptions cssentiellcs, d'abord logiques puis scientifiques, d'apr^s

un principe d'uniti reellement susceptible d'une telle efficsiciti-, aftn de pouvoir

signaler la T^ritjible activity normule re3er\-ie iiu sjst^mo qui doit devenir la bjiso

usuelle du regime spirituel dc rhumanitc.'

—

J'/iilogophie potilive, vi. pp. 645-6
;

compare tbe paswigc in the .Vjjpendii to the I'olitique poailive, iv. p. 91.



THE PO.SITIVE nilLdSOPIIY. 699

than the orgauisation of the sciences into a Philosoph}-.

For let us understand the problem :—Given human know-

ledge in its multiplicity of details and vast extent, how on

this basis, and with these materials, to raise a general

Doctrine? All must be included, or the Doctrine will be

incomplete ; no established truths must be contradicted, or

the Doctrine will be imperfect. There was nio great difficulty

in constructing a Philosophy by the aid of one or more of the

sciences, selecting such truths as suited the construction,

and neglecting such as were adverse to it. That had been

done by hundreds. But nothing could be gained by that.

The old difficulty remained. To construct a Doctrine which

should harmonise all results and embrace all methods, was

the labour imposed upon Philosophy. In the presence of the

vast accumulations of modern Science the task seemed

hopeless. How was any one mind to master all the sciences,

and, having mastered them, reduce them to an intelligible

system? What lifetime could extend far enough even to

traverse these fields, and roads, and byeways? Obviously

the first step to be taken was to reduce the chaos to order, to

make such a general disposition of the various groups as would

enable the mind to see their main bearings—in a word to

classify the groups, as each group itself had classified the

phenomena it studied. If the reader is unacquainted with

Comte's classification he Avill be in the true condition for

appreciating the immensity of the effort. Let him ask

himself how he would proceed if in presence of the vast

multiplicity of sciences already established he had to intro-

duce such an order as would of itself constitute a Philosophy

because it would represent the serial dependence of all

natural phenomena?

The first luminous conception which enabled Comte to

discover this order was the fundamental distribution of all

sciences into Abstract and Concrete. The abstract sciences

are those which treat of the elementary laws, or general

facts, on which all the particular facts depend ; they are

called abstract because in them the mind fixing itself solely
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ou some elementary fact wliicli it diseuvers uiuler a great

variety of pheuomeua or complicated with other elementary

facts, abstracts this from all its sui-rouudings, puriliesit from

all its variations, aud cousiders it iu itself. Thus all bodies

whatever present the elementary facts of Number, Form, and

Movement ; they present other facts besides these, but these

can be considered apart, and from them arise Algebra,

Geometry, and Mechanics. Besides Number, Form, aud

Movement, bodies present facts of Weight, Temperature,

Luminousness, &c., which likewise can be considered apart,

and Physics is the abstract science of these facts. Further

we tind bodies presenting facts of combination and decom-

position, and Chemistry results. Finally we find certain

bodies presenting facts of growth, reproduction, and sensa-

tion, and these facts we abstract in Biology.

Whether there are elementary facts capable of being

abstracted from social phenomena and yielding a Sociology

may, for the present, be left in abeyance : the groups just

indicated are groups admitted by every thinker. An attentive

consideration of them discloses that they embrace all the

elementary facts we have hitherto been able to abstract from

cosmical phenomena; and all of these we have been able to

consider apart, as pure relations without reference to any

special occasion, or any variations in the manifestation of the

phenomena. Thus the physical phenomena of falling bodies

are variable aud complicated, but the physical law is invari-

able aud simple : the cii'cumstances may vary, the heights

may differ, but the relation of the height fallen through to

the time of failing remaius invariable.

Not only do these groups comprise the whole of the

elementary cosmical facts, but implicitly in these facts arc

comprised all the multiple and complex phenomena ranged

under the concrete sciences, which treat of objects as actually

presented to us under the conditions of time and space.

Geology is a concrete science ; so is Mineralogy ; so is

Botany. Each deals with objects, not with abstract relations.

Each considers existences as determined by complex con-
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tlitions. Tlie rock, the mineral, or the flower is considered

as an ohject involving more or less of the elementary facts of

Mathematics, Physics, Chemistry, and Biology ; and only

thi-ough the knowledge of these elementary facts can the

objects be known except empirically.

D'Alembert has noticed the paradox that ' Ics notions les

plus abstraites, celles que le commun des hommes regarde

comme les jjIus inaccessibles, sont souvent celles qui portent

avec elles une plus grande lumiere ; Fobscurite s'empare de

nos idees a mesure que nous examinons dans un objet plus

de proprietes sensibles.' * But the paradox disappears when
we reflect that these abstract ideas express the elementary

and constant relations of the complex and variable phenomena.

It is true that the discovery of these simple relations is a

laborious task. At first man is observant only of particular

phenomena in their isolation : he' then begins to perceive

their connections ; and finally decomposes them into their

constant relations— this is the biiih of Science, which only

occupies itself with relations of succession and coexistence.

Abstract Science then is the knowledge of the elementary

facts, or Laws of phenomena; Concrete Science is the know-

ledge of objects as actual combinations of these elements.

The one investigates existence, the other individuals. The

abstract sciences necessarily precede the concrete sciences

in dogmatic value ; and they suffice to furnish a Philosophy,

since they comprise the elements of all sjjeculative knowledge

in comprising the elementary facts of Universal existence.

What is a law ? what is an elementary fact of existence ?
'

It is the invariable relation between two distinct phenomena,

according to which one depends on the other ; the relation

being invariable, the only variation which is possible is in the

intensity of the phenomena or their direction. Here therefore

we have two distinct aspects of Nature : one which is in-

accessible to human intervention, uncontrollable by human
skill, a Fatality which must be accejDted ; and another

* D^Vlemheist : Siscours ]-rclimivuirc dc rEncyclopulic.
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which is accessible to huninn intervention, a Moclifiability

which enables ns to convert the Fatality into a jiowor for our

benefit. The Laws of Nature are immutable. But owing

to this, the resultant phenomena are so far modifiable that

their directions may be adapted to our service. We cannot

create or destroy a particle of Matter, or a moment of Force

;

but we can so arrange Matter that the Force shall be our

servant.* It is the very inichangcableness of the Laws which

renders their resTilts modifiable. Because the course is iin-

swerving, it can be accurately measured, accurately foreseen,

accurately directed. The phenomena are but combinations of

elementary laws. Each law preserving its value under all cir-

cumstances, never varying one iota, we know precisely what

will be its value in combination with other laws. The simplest

illustration of this is the composition of forces in Mechanics
;

among the more striking illustrations are the triumphs of

discover}- on the one side, and of mechanical inventions on

the other. Owing to this uiuhangeableness, a mathematician

working with symbols in his study can toll the astronomer to

point his telescope in a particular direction, and there for the

first time will be seen a planet which has a revolution of IGt

years 6 days, and which is twenty-five times as large as our

earth ; and the astronomer, confident in the previsions of

Science, discovers what he is told will be discovered. The

formula ' under similar circumstances similar phenomena will

appear' carries with it the consecpience that when the phe-

nomena are different it is owing to some difference in the

circumstances. Not only so, but when the phenomena differ

owing to an alteration in the circumstances, there still exist

the same fixed relations between them; thus proving that

the variations have been variations in the combination of

elementary Laws, leaving these Laws unaltered. In other

words, the Universe is governed by immutable Laws, general

• 'En considtrant que ch.iqne gronpedepliinomines ne ptut jamaic ('trcpnticrc-

mcnt fixe, on rwonnait que l'iinniualolit(^ <lc8 lois naliircllcs ne eaurait convenir

aux CTi-ncments composes, ct rcstc toujourt Lorne^a leurs elements iiri-ductlblos.'

—

SynHiesr tuhjectiiv, p. 7.
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facts whicli determine all particular facts ; and the Abstract

Sciences are the registration of these general facts, as the

Concrete Sciences are of the particular facts.

ATthouglTthe division into Abstract and Concrete Sciences,

the latter depending on the former, was of absolute impor-

tance as a first step, there still remained the need of a

classification of the Abstract Sciences themselves, if they were

to yield a Doctrine ; and the execution of this difficult task

displays the genius of Auguste Conite. But the operation

seems so easy now it is accomplished, especially to those

who have not long meditated on the nature of the jjrobleni,

that he rarely gains the credit which is his due. Any vulgar

mariner can reach America after Columbus.

The classification differs from all previous classifications,

as that of Jussieu, in Botany, differed from those of Linnseus

and Tournefort, namely, in grounding its divisions on the

natural distinctions presented by the phenomena, not on any

conception of symmetry or convenience. It is an objective

grouping, not a subjective grouping. The principle adopted

is that which permeates the Positive Philosophy, namely,

the principle of dependence. The Concrete Sciences are

separated from the Abstract Sciences because they exhibit

particular cases of the general laws, and depend upon them.

In like manner the Abstract Sciences themselves are ranged

in a serial order constituted by their gradations of de-

pendence ; one succeeds the other according to the principle

of decreasing generality and increasing complexity, that

which has phenomena the most general and least complex

(Mathematics) standing first, and that which has phenomena

the least general and most complex (Sociology) standing last.

Between these terms the sciences are so distributed that each

serves as a necessary introduction to the comprehension of

its successors, and each becomes an instrument of exploration

taken up by the mind in traversing the field of philosophic

investigation. Not only so, but because the series repre-

sents the natural order it cannot anywhere be inverted.

Each science, after the first, embraces phenomena which
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can only be explained bj' the laws of the science pre-

cedingr it in addition to laws peculiarly its o^vll, Thus

the truths of Number are the most general truths of all

;

they are true of all things whatever; all things depend

on them, but they depend on no prior conditions. A
science of Number, i.e. Arithmetic and Algebra, may thus

be studied without reference to any other science. Next in

order of generality and simplicity stand the truths of Form
;

Geometry presupposes the laws of Number, and must there-

fore be studied with reference to them, but requires no

other aids. Then come the truths of Motion, which furnish

the science of Mechanics : here we find the operation of

the laws of Number and Form necessarily determining

the laws of Motion ; so that while it is quite feasible to

study Algebra and Geometry in ignorance of Mechanics,

it is impossible even to state the laws of Equilibrium

and Motion without involving the laws of Number and

Form. The movement of <a body oscillating round a fixed

point is determined by the form of that body ; but its form

is independent of this movement. In Astronomy we have

phenomena which depend on these preceding laws of Number,

Form, and Motion, and besides these on the law of (jnivi-

tation, which law in no way affects the laws of Mathe-

matics. Physics succeeds, and presents us with phenomena

which depend on mathematical laws and—inasmuch as all

terrestrial phenomena are affected by influences derived from

the heavenly bodies—on astronomical laws. Chemistry pre-

sents us with phenomena of a peculiar kind, but these are

all seen to be influenced by the laws of Physics, Astronomy,

and Mathematics, though they cannot in turn be said to

influence these laws. Biology presents ns with phenomena

of Life, obviously dependent on laws of Chemistry, Physics,

Astronomy, and Mathematics, and obviously not influencing

these. Finally we have the laws of social existence, em-

bracing the phenomena of human society (Sociology), and

these clearly depend on the laws of organic life, and through

them on the laws of inorganic nature, on the vital and
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physical conditions whicli alone permit society to exist and

be developed. Bnt jnst as it is impossible to deduce social

plienomena from biological and physical laws alone, without

the aid of laws peculiar to social existence, so is it impossible

to deduce vital phenomena from chemical and physical laws,

impossible to deduce chemical phenomena from physical and

mathematical laws, and imjjossible to deduce physical phe-

nomena from mathematical laws alone:"' thus each science

adds its o^vn peculiar group of laws to all those which

precede it in the series, and each gathers up into its grasp

the methods and results of all that have gone before it, serv-

ing in turn as a stepping-stone to that which comes after it. /

Thus does the series embrace all human knowledge t as i

regards the elementary laws of the World, Man, and Society. I

It represents both the objective dependence of the pheno-

'

mena, and the subjective dependence of our means of \

knowing them. It constructs a series which makes all the

separate sciences organic parts of one Science ; and it enables

the several philosophies to yield a Doctrine which is, what

no other Doctrine has ever been, coextensive with human

knowledge, and homogeneous throughout its whole extent

:

that is to say, while theological and metaphysical systems

have necessarily been constructed out of heterogeneous

materials, and have either omitted scientific questions, or

else have been forced with them to admit the scientific

Method on which answers could be gained, this Doctrine

treats all knowledge in one spirit, and views the whole

Cosmos in one light.

Exactly eight-and-twenty years have passed since I first

became acquainted with this serial arrangement of the

sciences, and, during the interval, its value has been re-

* Impossible at present, and likely to remain so for some generf-tions, although

a prophetic view discerns in the distant future a reduction of all cosmical pheno-

mena to Mechanics ; the doctrine of vibrations will then be the Abstract 'Vience

of which all cosmical sciences will be the Concretes.

t In his latter speculations, Comte added a seventh science under the name of

Morals, separating its subject-matter from Biology and Sociology. This does not

affect the classification, however.

VOL. II. Z Z
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peatedly tested in the course of my researches both in

Science and in the History of Science. Oreat as that vahie

has been to me, I have several times felt my confidence in it

falter in the presence of facts : these hesitations, however,

successively subsided, and left behind them an increased

conviction of the importance of the classification. This

personal experience is not citod as an argument in favour of

the series, but simply of an intimation to the earnest student

that he may expect to find doubts arising, and should be slow

to condemn the classification directly it seems imperfect.

Only a long application of it will enable him thoroughly to

appreciate its value, and to set aside certain superficial ob-

jections. As to the adverse criticisms of it which have been

published, those at least which have fallen in my vfny, I

cannot confess that any of my hesitations came from them.

The critics have not tiiken the trouble to master the

principles of the classification ; not one of them seems to

have considered what the object was, nor how such an object

constituted an integral part of the Positive Philosophy.

Usually they speak of it as if it were a more or less ingenious

arrangement, of no great moment in itself, and easily re-

placed by some other ingenious scheme. Of its vital impor-

tance in the study of Science, and History, no suspicion is

felt. I except, in some degree, Mr. Herbert Spencer, though

he also seems to have misapprehended the spirit and aim of

the classification, which he has attacked with his usual vigour

and acumen, in a remarkable essay on the Genesis of

Science,'* not, I think, with success ; and his ill-success

appears in stronger relief in the classification which he

proposes as a substitute. t M. h\ttr6 has examined and

satisfactorily refuted his criticisms,^ and Mr. Mill remarks

that * after giving to his animadversions the respectful atten-

tion due to all that comes from Mr. Spencer, we cannot find

that he has made out any case. It is always easy to find

• Spbkceii : Etsayt, Fimt Series, 1 858.

t Tht Claeiification of the Scimcet, 18GJ.

\ Au/juetc CoiitU el la I'hilosophie potitice, chap. vi.
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fault with a classification. There are a hundred possible

ways of arranging any set of objects, and something may
almost always be said against the best, and in favour of the

worst of them. But the merits of a classification depend on

the purposes to which it is instrumental. We have shown

the purposes for which M. Comte's classification is intended.

Mr. Spencer has not shown that it is ill-adapted to those

purposes ; and we cannot perceive that his own answers any

ends equally important. His chief objection is that if the

more, special sciences need the truths of the more general

ones, the latter also need some of those of the former, and

have at times been stopped in their progre:;s by the imperfect

state of the sciences which follow long after them in M.

Comte's scale ; so that the dependence being mutual, there is

a consensus, but not an ascending scale or hierarchy of the

sciences. That the earlier sciences derive help from the

later is undoubtedly true ; it is part of M. Comte's theory,

and amply exemplified in the details of his work.* Wlien

he affirms that one science histoncally precedes another, he

does not mean that the perfection of the first precedes the

humblest commencement of those which follow. Mr. Spencer

does not distinguish between the empirical stage for the culti-

vation of a bi-anch of knowledge, and the scientific stage.'

Neither M. Littre nor Mr, Mill has noticed the initial

principle of Mr. Spencer's criticism, which is that of the

rejection of all distribution of the sciences into a series. ' Did

* Mr. Mill might here have quoted the explicit language of Cojite in intro-

ducing his classification :
' En eJFet non-seulement les diverges parties de chaque

science qu'on est conduit a s^parer dans I'ordre dogmatigue se sont, en realile,

developp^es simultanement et sous Tinfluence les unes des autres, ce qui tendrait

a fairo pretoer I'ordre historiqtte ; mais en consid^rant, dans son ensemble, le

developpement effectif de I'esprit humain, on voit de plus que les diiferentes sciences

ont iti dans le fait perfectionn^es en meme temps et mutuellement ; on voit meme

que le progres des sciences et ceux des arts ont dcpendu les uns des autres, par

d'innonibraliles influences r&iproques, et enfin tons ont et^ Mroitement lies au de-

veloppement general de la soci^te humaine.' Phihfopkie positive, i. 81 ; and a

little farther on he adds that no classification can be rigorously conformable %vith

the historical development. ' II faut ticlier seulement qu'un tel inconvenient n'ait

lieu rel.itivement aux conceptions caracteristiques de chaque science.' Comp. Poli-

tique positiiv, iii. 41.
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we believe a serial arrangement possible,' he sa)s, * tbat of

M. Comte would certainl}- be the one we should adopt.' But

be dissents from the conception. 'Tliereisno one rational

order among a host of possible systems. There is no true

filiation of the sciences. The whole hypothesis is fundamen-

tally false : indeed, it needs but a glance at its origin to see

at once how baseless it is. Why a series? What reason

can we have to suppose that the sciences admit of a linear

aiTangement ? ^Vliere is our wan-ant for assuming that there

is some succegsioii in which they can be placed i* There is

no reason ; no warrant.'*

No reason ? The best of reasons ! No warrant ? The

strongest warrant ! The reason for supposing that the

sciences admit of a linear aiTangement is the fact that the

corresponding phonomcna admit of it; the di'iiondence of

physical laws on the mathematical, and of chemical laws on

the physical, and of biological laws on the chemical, is not a

figUKMit of Comte's, but an obser^'ed fact. As Bichat says of

his own classification of the tissues, ' c'est la nature, et non

la science, qui a tire une ligne de demarcation entre eux.'

And the warrant for assuming tbat there is some succession

in which the sciences can be placed, is that the effective study

of these sciences demands such a succession as the one corre-

sponding to the successive complexity of the phenomena.

It is quite true, and no one was more alive to it than

Comte, that all the sciences are interwoven, and that the

highest seeks aid in the lowest ; but because of this are we to

reject the immense speculative assistance of a serial arrange-

ment ? Mr. Spencer asks, why is a series necessary ? It is

necessary on grounds similar to those which require that the

various truths constituting a science should be systematically

co-ordinated, although in nature the jjheuomena are inter-

mingled. Tbat classification of ideas which transforms Com-
mon Knowledge into Science, arranging the phenomena in

the order of their dependence, and bringing the particular

• Spencer: Eisat/f, pp. 171-183.
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under tlie general relatious,—wliicli makes tL.e heterogeneous

l^arts assume a homogeneous unity,—must also be performed

for the several sciences. And this operation Comte has

effected. No one else has done it.

Because the hierarchy of the sciences is an integral pai-t

of the Positive Philosophy, it has claimed this somewhat

lengthy notice, which is still, however, too brief except as a

general indication. We must now pass to another integral

part of the doctrine, namely, the creation of a new science,

Sociology, which was rendered possible by Comte's discovery

of the Law of Evolution.

The necessity of reducing social phenomena to scientific

Method had long been felt. The daily increasing disregard

for theological and metaphysical habits of thought, and the

gi'owing conviction that the Method which had been proved

so brilliantly successful in explaining cosmical phenomena

ought also to be applied to social phenomena, received

a further impvdse when the idea became general that social

phenomena were in reality subject to Law, and consequently

were as capable of scientific investigation as all other pheno-

mena, only far more complicated and difficult. But it is one

thing to conceive generally that social science is possible,

another thing to create the science. Mr. Mill holds that

Comte first made the creation of this science possible, but

denies that he created it. As I shall presently have to urge

Comte's claim, I will borrow his critic's exposition of what

he accepts :

—

' The Method proper to the Science of Society must be, in

substance, the same as in all other sciences ; the interroga-

tion and interpretation of experience, by the twofold process

of Induction and Deduction. But its mode of practising

these operations has features of peculiarity. In general,

Induction furnishes to science the laws of the elementary

facts, from which, when known, those of the complex combi-

nations are thought out deductively : specific observation of

complex phenomena yields no general laws, or only empirical

ones ; its scientific function is to verify the laws obtained by



710 AUGUSTE COMTE.

deduction. This mode of pliilosopliizing is not adequate to

the exigencies of sociological investigation. In social

idienomena the elementary fiicts are feelings and actions,

and the laws of these are the laws of human nature, social

Facts being the results of human acts and situations. Since,

then, the phenomena of mau in society result from this

nature as an individual being, it might be thought that the

proper mode of constructing a positive Social Science must

be by deducing it from the general laws of human nature,

using the facts of history merely for verification. Such,

accordingly, has been the conception of social science by

many of those who have endeavoured to render it positive,

particularly by the school of Bentham. M. Comte considers

this as an eiTor. We may, he says, draw from the universal

laws of human nature some conclusions (though even these,

we think, rather precarious) concerning the very earliest

stages of human progress, of which there are either no, or

very imperfect, historical records. But as society proceeds

in its development, its phenomena are determined, more and

more, not by the simple tendencies of universal human
nature, but by the accumulated influence of past generations

over the present. The human beings themselves, on the

laws of whose nature the facts of hist<:>ry depend, are not

abstract or universal but historical human beings, already

shaped, and made what they are, by human society. This

being the case, no powers of deduction could enable anyone,

starting from the mere concejition of the Being Man, placed

in a world such as the earth ma)' have been before the com-

mencement of human agency, to predict and calculate the

phenomena of his development such as thoy have in fact

proved. If the facts of history, empirically considered, had

not given rise to any generalizations, a deductive study of

history could never have reached higher than more or less

plausible conjecture. By good fortune (for the case might

easily have been otherwise), the history of our species, looked

at as a comprehensive whole, does exhibit a determinate

course, a certain order of develojjment : though history alone
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cannot prove this to be a necessary law, as distinguished

from a temporary accident. Here, therefore, begins the

office of Biology (or, as we should say, of Psychology) in the

social science. The universal laws of human nature are part

of the data of sociologj', but in using them we must reverse

the method of the deductive physical sciences : for while, in

these, sj^ecific experience commonly serves to verify laws

aiTived at by deduction, in sociology it is specific experience

which suggests the laws, and deduction which verifies them.

If a sociological theory, collected from historical evidence,

contradicts the established general laws of human nature ; if

(to use M. Comte's instances) it implies, in the mass of man-
kind, any very decided natural bent, either in a good or in a

bad direction ; if it supposes that the reason, in average

human beings, predominates over the desires, or the disin-

terested desires over the personal ; we may know that history

has been misinterpreted, and that the theory is false. On
the other hand, if laws of social phenomena, empirically

generalized from history, can when once suggested be affiliated

to the known laws of human nature ; if the direction actually

taken by the developments and changes of human society,

can be seen to be such as the properties of man and of his

dwelling-place made antecedently probable, the empirical

generalizations are raised into positive laws, and Sociology

becomes a science.

' Much has been said and written for centuries past, by the

practical or empirical school of politicians, in condemnation

of theories founded on principles of human nature, without

an historical basis ; and the theorists, in their turn, have

successfully retaliated on the practicalists. But we know

not any thinker who, before M. Comte, had penetrated to the

philosophy of the matter, and placed the necessity of histo-

I'ical studies as the foundation of sociological speculation on

the true footing. From this time any political thinker who

fancies himself able to dispense with a connected view of the

great facts of history, as a chain of causes and effects, must

be regarded as below the level of the age ; while the vulgar
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mode of using history, by looking in it for parallol cases, as

if any cases were parallel, or as if a single instance, or even

many instances not compared and analysed, could reveal a

law, will be more than ever, and irrevocably, discredited.

' The inversion of the ordinary relation between Deduction

and Induction is not the only point in which, according to

M. Comte, the Method proper to Sociology differs from that

of the sciences of inorganic nature. The common order of

science proceeds from the details to the whole. The method

of Sociology should proceed from the whole to the details.

There is no universal principle for the order of study, but that

of proceeding from the known to the unknown ; finding our

way to the facts at what<;ver point is most open to our obser-

vation. In the phenomena of the social state, the collective

phenomenon is more accessible to us than the parts of which

it is composed. This is already, in a great degree, true of

the mere animal body. It is essential to the idea of an

organism, and it is even more true of the social organism

than of the individual. Th(> state of every part of the social

whole at any time is intimately connected with the contem-

poraneous stiite of all the others. Religions belief, philosophy,

science, the fine arts, the industrial arts, commerce, naviga-

tion, government, all are in close mutual dependence on one

another, insomuch that when any considerable change takes

place in one, we may know that a parallel change in all the

others has preceded or will follow it. The progress of society

from one general state to another is not an aggi-egate of

partial changes, but the product of a single impulse, acting

through all the partial agencies, and can therefore be most

easily traced by studying them together. Could it even be

detected in them separately, its true nature could not be \u\-

derstood except by examining them in the ensemble. In

constructing, therefore, a theory of society, all the different

aspects of the social organization must be taken into con-

sideration at once.'******
There is one more point in the general philosophy of
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sociology requiring notice. Social phenomena, like all

others, present two aspects, the statical, and the dyuaniical

;

the phenomena of equilibrium, and those of motion. The

statical aspect is that of the laws of social existence, con-

sidered abstractedly from progress, and confined to what is

common to the progressive and the stationary state. The

dynamical aspect is that of social jn-ogress. The statics of

society is the study of the conditions of existence and perma-

nence of the social state. The dynamics studies the laws

of its evolution. The first is the theory of the consensus, or

interdependence of social phenomena. The second is the

theory of their filiation.

' The first division M. Comte, in his great work, treats in a

much more summary manner than the second; and it forms,

to our thinking, the weakest part of the treatise. He can

hardly have seemed even to himself to have origiuated, in the

statics of society, anything new,* unless his revival of the

Catholic idea of a Spiritual Power may be so considered.

The remainder, with the exception of detached thoughts, in

which even his feeblest productions are always rich, is trite,

while in our judgment far from being always true.'

Passing from the consideration of Social Statics to Social

Dynamics, Mr. Mill continues :

' Two questions meet us at the outset : Is there a natural

evolution in human affairs? and is that evolution an im-

pi'ovement? M. Comte resolves them both in the affirmative

by the same answer. The natural progress of society consists

in the growth of our human attributes, comparatively to our

animal and our purely organic ones : the progress of our

humanity towards an ascendency over our animality, ever

* ' Indeed his claim to be the creator of Sociology does not extend to this branch

of the science ; on the contrary, he, in a subsequent work, expressly declares that

the real founder of it was Aristotle, by whom the theory of the conditions of social

existence was carried as far towards perfection as was possible in the absence of

any theory of Progress. Without going quite this length, we think it hardly

possible to appreciate too highly the merit of those early efforts, beyond which

little progress had been made, until a very recent period, either in ethical or in

political science.'
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more nearly approached though inenpablo of being completely

realized. This is the character and tendency of human

development, or of what is called civilization ; and the obli-

gation of seconding this movement—of working in the direc-

tion of it— is the nearest approach which M. Oomte makes in

this treatise to a general principle or standard of morality.

* But as our more eminent, and peculiarly human, faculties

are of various orders, moral, intellectual, and tcsthetic, the

question presents itself, Is there any one of these whose de-

velopment is the predominant agency in the evolution of our

species ? According to M. Comte, the main agent in the

progress of nnmkind is their intellectual development. Not

because the intellectual is the most powerful part of our

nature, for, limited to its inherent strength, it is one of the

weakest: but because it is the guiding part, and acts not

with its own strength alone, but with the united force of all

parts of our nature which it can draw after it. In a social

state the feelings and propensities cannot act with their full

power, in a determinate direction, unless the speculative in-

tellect places itself at their head. The passions are, in the

individual man, a more energetic power than a mere intellec-

tual conviction; but the passions tend to divide, not to unite,

mankind : it is only by a common beli(^f that passions are

brought to work t<:)gether, and become a collective force

instead of forces neutnilizing one another. Our intelligence

is first awakened by the stimulus of our animal wants and of

onr stronger and coarser desires ; and these for a long time

almost exclusively determine the direction in which o\ir

intelligence shall work : but once roused to activity, it

assumes more and more the management of the operations

of which stronger imi)ulsesare the prompters, and constrains

them to follow its lead, not by its own strength, but because,

in the play of antagonistic forces, the path it points out is

(in scientific phraseologj') the direction of least resistance.

Personal interests and feelings, in the social state, can only

obtain the maximum of satisfaction by means of co-operation,

and the necessary condition of co-operation is a common
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belief. All human society, consequently, is grounded on a

system of fundamental opinions, which only the speculative

faculty can provide, and which, when provided, directs our

other imi)ulses in their mode of seeking their gratification.

And hence the history of opinions, and of the speculative

faculty, has always been the leading element in the history

of mankind.'

Here we come upon the famous lol des trois etats which has

been received with great ojiposition from theologians and

metaphysicians, whose modes of thought it sets aside as

mifit for modem use ; nor has it received an open welcome

from men of science, whom, at first sight, it would seem

most to flatter. The opposition of all the teachers now
living, though it would retard, could not ultimately prevent,

the reception of a law. If, therefore, Comte has really dis-

covered a law—as many of us firmly believe—its acceptance

is only a question of time. I merely note two general

sources of the opposition of scientific men, both of them

evils of our present condition to which Comte has frequently

called attention : first, the speciality of most men of science,

combined with the absence of large philosophical or general

views ; secondly, the patchwork of opinion commonly held

is formed of loose floating notions of metaphysics side by

side with theological dogmas and inductive generalisations,

so that many a mind which has discarded theological and

metaphysical explanations of physical and even biological

phenomena, readmits them into Psychology or Sociology.

To these causes of ojiposition must also be added the license

men permit themselves of pronouncing confidently on ques-

tions they have not taken the preliminary trouble of under-

standing. Two-thirds of the objections urged against this law

of the three stages are based on a radical misapprehension

of it ; and there is something quite comic in the gravity with

which these misconceptions are advanced.

The law does not assei-t that at distinct historical periods

men were successively in each of the three stages, that there

was a time when a nation or even a tribe was exclusively
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theological, exclusivelj- metajjhysioal, or exclusively positive
;

it asserts that the chief conceptions man frames respecting

the world, himself, and society, must pass through three

stages, with varying velocity under various social conditions,

but in unvarying order. Any one individual mind, inheriting

the results of preceding generations, may indeed commence

its thinking on some special topic, without being forced to

pass through the stages which its jiredecessoi-s have passed

through ; but every class of conceptions must pass through

the stages, and every individual mind must more or loss

rapidly, in the course of its evolution from infancy to maturity,

pass through them. These necessary stages Comte names

the theological, the metaphysical, and the positive. Mr. Mill

suggests, as less ambiguous, the terms volitional, abstrac-

tional, and experieutiaJ. The first is the spontaneous and

primitive condition of thought ; the second is a transition to

the third, which is final.

All men are agreed, in these days, that real knowledge

must be founded on observation. But no science could have

its origin in simple observation alone; for if, on the one

hand, all theories must be founded on observation, on the

other, it is ecpially necessary to have some sort of theory

before we address ourselves to the tadk of steady observa-

tion. If, in contemplating phenomena, we do not connect

them by some principle, it would not only be impossible for

us to combine our isolated obsen'ations, and consequently

to draw any benefit from them ; but we should also be unable

even to retain them, and most frequently the important facts

would remain unperceived. We are consequently forced to

theorise. A theory is necessary to observation, and a correct

theory to correct observation.

This double necessity imposed upon the mind—of obser-

vation for the formation of a theorj', and of a theory for the

practice of observation—would have caused it to move in a

circle if nature had not fortunately provided an outlet in

the spontaneous activity of the mind. Owing to this ac-

tivity, it begins by assuming a cause, which it seeks outside
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the plienomena, i.e. a st(j;cniatural cause. As man is con-

scious that he acts according as he wills, so he naturally

concludes that everything acts in accordance with some will.

The spontaneous tendency is to animate the external

world, because, since knowledge can only proceed from what

is already known, the analogies suggested by consciousness

are inevitably the first explanations of cosmical pheno-

mena. This is the state of Fetichism : a state still to be

noticed among children and savages. It passes by insen-

sible .degrees into Polytheism ; and that again by a supreme

effort of abstraction is replaced by Monotheism.

The second, or metaphysical, stage was a transition from

this primitive stage to the final stage of positivism. It re-

placed the supernatural agent of the theological conception

by a natural agent inherent in the objects themselves. It

rei^Iaced the variable action of a will, for the invariable

action of an essential cavse. In lieu of deities, it imagined

entities.

Criticism subsequently discovered that these entities were

simply personified abstractions. They then fell into such

discredit that nowadays there may be some difficulty in

comprehending how men of keen and meditative intellects

could ever have mistaken abstractions for real existences

capable of causing all the changes observed ; yet nothing

is more certain, and this History has exhibited abundant

examples of the mistake. Not only so, but many moderns who

find it difiicult to conceive that the great minds of the past

could so far confound the names they gave to certain

classes of facts with the essential causes of the facts them-

selves—could rely on an explanation which was in truth

only a restatement of the facts to be explained—could

passionately maintain that over and above the existing

animals, which they saw, there existed an universal Ani-

mal, which they did not see, and that this Animal was the

reality of which the individual animals were the passing

shadows—many moderns who find this difficult to conceive

ai-e themselves so wedded to similar abstractions (that of a
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Vital Principle, for example) that they despise you as ' shal-

low,' or doclaiin against you as ' materialistic,' if you think

otherwise.

In the final, or positive, stage, the mind relinquishes

attempts to penetrate into the essence of things, to transcend

'j the sphere of Experience, and pass into that of causes, first

1 or final. Its aim is to explain the hoiv, and leave unex-

\ plored the irhy. It desires to establish by observation and

\ induction the Laws, or constant relations, and resigns itself

to ignorance of the Agents.

One illustration must suffice here.* Men formerly be-

lieved, according to Oersted, that Basilisks lived in cellars

wTiich had long been shut up ; tliey were invisible, and whom-

soever they looked upon died. This is a typical specimen of

the theological mode of explanation. I am not aware what

metaphysical one replaced it, but in the spirit of that method

I will suggest the following : CfUnrity, when long pent up, is

inimical to Life. The positive explanation, seeking in the

known properties of things, discovers a deleterious gas,

whose weight causes it to accumulate in low places unless

driven away by supplies of fresh air, and this gas is a poison

to anyone who breathes it.

The theological system arrived at the highest perfection of

which it is capable when it substituted the providential

action of a single Being for the varied operations of the

numerous divinities which had been before imagined. In the

same way, in the last stage of the metaphysical system, men
substitute one great Entity (Nature) as the cause of all

phenomena instead of the multitude of Entities at first sup-

posed. In the same way, again, the ultimate perfection of

the positive system would be to represent all phenomena as

particular aspects of a single general fact—and to this the

molecular theory seems now rapidly tending.

After this brief indication of the law, we may resume Mr.

Mill's exposition :

—

• In my work on ArUtotle, pp. 2C-34, the law of the three stages is variously

illustrated.
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'The passage of mankind througli tliese stages, includiug

the successive modifications of the theological conception by

the rising influence of the other two, is, to M. Comte's mind,

the most decisive fact in the evolution of humanity. Simul-

taneously, however, there has been going on throughout

history a parallel movement in the purely temporal depart-

ment of things, consisting of the gradual decline of the

military mode of life (originally the chief occupation of all

freemen) and its replacement by the industrial. M. Comte

maintains that there is a necessary connection and interde-

jjendence between this historical sequence and the other;

and he easily shows that the progress of industry and that

of positive science are correlative ; man's power to modify

the facts of nature evidently depending on the knowledge he

has acquired of their laws. We do not think him equally

successful in showing a natural connection between the

theological mode of thought and the military system of

society : but since they both belong to the same age of the

world—since each is, in itself, natural and inevitable, and

they are together modified and together undermined by the

same cause, the progress of science and industry, M. Comte

is justified in considering them as linked together, and the

movement by which mankind emerge from them as a single

evolution.

' These propositions having been laid down as the first

principles of social dynamics, M. Comte proceeds to verify

and apply them by a connected view of universal history.

This survey nearly fills two large volumes, above a third of

the work, in all of which there is scarcely a sentence that

does not add an idea. We regard it as by far his greatest

achievement, except his review of the sciences, and in some

respects more striking even than that. We wish it were

practicable in the compass of an essay like the pi-esent to give

even a faint conception of the extraordinary merits of this

historical analysis. It must be read to be appreciated.

Whoever disbelieves that the philosophy of history can be

made a science should suspend his judgment until he has
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read these volumes of M. Comte. We do not affirm that

they would certainly change his opinion; but we would

strongly advise him to give them a chance.'

It is now needful to consider whether Comte may right-

fully he claimed as having created Social Science, or only, as

Mr. Mill thinks, having rendered such a creation possible.

To do this, we must first settle what is meant by the creation

of a science. There is, I believe, only a difference in terms

between Mr. Mill's position and my own ; he would say that

the defects in Comte's construction prevent it from being

accepted as a science, though the route is opened for future

investigators, and much of the country is mapped out.

Admitting the defects to be as great as he supposes, though

I think on some points a good def'nce may be made, I

should only look on these </s defects. No science is perfect,

and the last and most complex of them all is, of course, the

most defective of them all. What we have to consider is

whether it is a science, and whether it is in such condition

that, like all other sciences, it may indefinitely advance. We
have seen that in the absence of Sociology the creation of the

Positive Philosophy would have been impossible, since, then,

all phenomena would not have been embraced ; wo have seen,

further, that it was not onh* necessar)- that social phenomena

should be included with cosmical phenomena in the Doctrine,

but that these social phenomena should disclose their ele-

mentary laws : in other words, that Sociology should not only

be a science but an Abstract Science. I will now endeavour

to show that Comte transformed what before was Common
Knowledge into Science, separated its elements from those of

other sciences, and presented the Abstract Science of social

existence claiming its place in the hierarchy.

Others before Comte, as Mr. Mill remarks, had a full con-

viction that social phenomena conform to invariable laws,

and by discarding all theological and metaphysical explana-

tions had adopted the positive attitude. Granted ; but the

positive attitude is not enough for Science ; and no one will
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venture to assert that Montesquieu, Macchiavelli, Adam
Smith, Bentham, or the political economists, had discovered

the fundamental laws which constitute the science. They

had not even distinctly conceived how the science itself

should be distributed into statical and dynamical laws, the

statical derived from Biology, the dynamical from History.

They made several empirical generalisations, valuable as

such, but made no attempt to organise these into a science.

The universal mistake of social speculators was an attempt

to deduce the phenomena from the laws of ' human nature,'

i.e. to make collective phenomena the simple consequences

of laws of the individual. Setting aside the metaphysical

conceptions which were thus made a basis of deduction, and

assuming that the true biological laws had been discovered

and applied, we should still perceive that failure was in-

evitable, because social laws are not directly reducible to

Biology. As Comte in one of his earliest publications re-

marks on this very point :

—

' Sans doute, les phenomenes collectifs de I'espece humaine

reconnaissent pour derniere cause, comme ses phenomenes

individuels, la nature speciale de son organisation. Mais

I'etat de la civilisation humaine a chaque generation ne

depend immediatement que de celui de la generation pre-

cedente, et ue produit immediatement que celui de la sni-

vante. II est possible de suivre, avec toute la precision

suffisante, cet enchalnement a partir de I'origine, en ne liant

d'une maniere directe chaque terme qu'au precedent et au

suivant. H serait, au contraire, absolument au-dessus des

forces de notre esprit de rattacher un terme quelconque de la

serie au point de depart primitif, en supprimant toutes les

relations intermediaires.'* The error is as great as that

of a physiologist who should attempt to deduce the state of

manhood from that of infancy, without taking the state of

puberty into account.

Not only did Comte see how social phenomena were to be

* Comte : Politique positive, tome iv. Appcndice, p. 126 ; comp. also the passages

pp. 98 and 130, 131.

VOL. II. 3 A .
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distributed and studied in order to form u science ; he saw

the decisive point of sejiarution bi^tvveen these and other

phenomena which rendered the constitution of a separate

science necessary. Precisely as Physics must be separated

from Mathematics, because no extension of mathematical

laws alone will suttice to explain physical phenomena
; pre-

cisely as Chemistry must be separated from Physics, because

in chemical phenomena there is, over and above the physical

laws, the additional laws of molecular affinity; precisely as

Biology must be 8eparat<?d from Chemistry and Physics,

because by no extension of physical and chemical laws can

we deduce the special laws of organic life : so in like manner

must Sociology be separated from BioU>gy, because, over

and above the phenomena of human nature, exhibited in

the species, there is the impt>rtant scries of phenomena due

to the collective activities of the race. History modifies the

race.

By this conception Sociology was rendered possible, but

not by this alone was the science constituted. Had Comte

done no more tlmn this, he would have held an analogous

position to that of a biologist before Bichat, whom we will

imai^ine to have conceived that Biology could bo rescued

from Theology and Metaphysics, and constituted as a science,

if Life were reduced to the elementary properties inherent in

organic tissues. Obviously this would only have been one

step towards the solution of the problem ; the next step

would have presented immense difficulties ; it would have

been to determine specifically what those properties were

which the several tissues specially manifested. In like

manner, Comte, having conceived that the collective pheno-

mena of History must be separated from the individual

phenomena of Biology, and having withdrawn them from the

regency of volition, to place them under the regency of law,

showing that they depended on conditions inherent in the

successive stages of society, and not on providential inter-

ventions, first made a science of History possible, and next

constituted it by discovering the fundamental law of evolution.
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la order that the science should be constituted, the par-

ticular phenomena had to disclose their laws ; and in order

that it should be an Abstract Science, it was necessary that

they should disclose their elementary laws. Otherwise we
might have had a History of some particular people, but not

a science of universal History, an Abstract Science, the laws

of which would be rigorously applicable to all nations and all

times, just as the laws of Biology are applicable in all climates

and in all branches of the organic series.

Mr. Mill's statement of what constitutes a science is all

that Comte's disciples require, namely, 'discovering or j^roving

and pursuing to their consequences those of its truths which

are fit to form the connecting links among the rest ; truths

which are to it what the law of gravitation is to astronomy,

and what the elementary properties of tissues are to phy-

siology.' And this we believe the law of the three stages is

to Sociology. Mr. MiU accepts that law ; and therefore it is

that I venture to intimate that his doubts respecting Comte's

claim may be mainly a question of terms. Those—and they

are the majority—who refuse to accept the law may con-

sistently reject the claim. I cannot here afford the space

for a discussion of their objections, but content myself with

saying that it is a law of History, and must be verified in

History ; it cannot even be comprehended, much less refuted,

through Psychology. Whoever will take the trouble to

understand its meaning, and follow Comte's exemplification

of it throughout History, -will see how the superficial objections

to it all disappear ; as objections disappear before the law of

gravitation, which likewise needed an extensive and persis-

tent verification before its truth became irresistible.

Having thus characterised the general aspects of the New

Philosophy founded by Comte, I must refrain from any

attempt to follow in detail what Mr. Mill justly calls ' that

wonderful systematisation of the philosophy of all the sciences,

from mathematics to physiology, which, ifhe had done nothing

else, would have stamped him in all minds competent to
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appreciate it, as one of the iirinoipal thinkoi-s of the age.'

There are portions, of course, which the advance of Science

has rendered antiquated, and portions it has rendered un-

acceptable ; but we shall seek in vain through the writinfjs of

his predecessors, even ui special departments, for anything

comparable to the solid and luminous exposition of the phi-

losophy of each subject, and its position in human evolution.

The student is advised to master and patiently meditate the

successive chapters in which the philosophy of Mathematics,

Physics, Chemistr}-, Biology, and Sociology, is expounded
;

and, thus fortified, he will be prepared to meet the objections

which assail the Doctrine from various cjnarters.

Meanwhile two points imj)eratively demand our attention,

because they are urged by a positive thinker of the highest

eminence, and because they assail the integrity of the

Doctrine : these are, Ist, the absence of Psjchology from

the hierarchy of the sciences ; 2ndly, the absence of a method

of Proof Without saying where he would admit these

sciences, so as to reconstruct the hierarchy, Mr. Mill insists

on their omission a.i a defect. I am the less inclined to

undervalue the force of these objections because at one

time I fully accepted the first, and still waver respecting the

second.

When Mr. Mill says that Comte rejected psychological

observation, properly so called, as an invalid process at least

in regard to intellectual operations, and that ' he gives no

place in lu's series to the science of Psychology, and always

speaks of it with contempt,' there is both truth and error in

the criticism. It is true that Comte did regard internal

observation as an illusory process. This is a question of

Method, on which I agree with Mr. Mill in thinking Comte
greatly mistaken, owing to his contempt for the only psycho-

logical investigations he was acquainted with, and to his

justifiable disregard of the pretended ' ceil interne.' But it

is not true that Comte discarded psychological observation
;

he only disclaimed for it a double organ, external with

regaid to one class of facts, and internal with regard to



THE POSITIVE rHILOSOPHY. 725

another. However, it must be admitted that liis ideas on

this subject were not perhaps very clear, and that he

had ijaid but little attention to the results of psychological

analj'sis. Considering how very far professed psychologists

are even j^et from any definite and consistent Method, this is

not a serious charge against him.

But when it is said that he gives no place to Psychology

in his series, a question of Doctrine is raised, namely whether

he was or was not justified in refusing to Psychology the

position of an abstract and independent science ? On this

question I retract the adhesion which many years ago I gave

to Mr. Mill's point of view, and pass over to that of Comte.

It then seemed to me that on the principles of positive

classification Psychology ought to be separated from Biology,

just as Biology was separated from Chemistry ; in each case

the separation was necessitated by the speciality of the

phenomena treated. I now see the erroneous appreciation

which misled me. The confusion in my mind (let me not

include others in the reproach) was the confusion of the

subsidiary question of Method with the dominant question of

Doctrine, and, as a consequence, an imperfect appreciation

of biological phenomena. Thus because Comte was Avrong

respecting one of the means of psychological research (sub-

jective analysis) and spoke with undiscriniinating contempt

of Psj'chology (meaning really nothing but the unscientific

farrago about le Moi), and because I saw that Psychology was

a possible science of great value, having a special instrument

in Consciousness, I was led to dissent from him, and agree

with Mr. Mill in claiming for it an independent position.

Further meditation, however, disclosed that it is one thing

to recognise Psychology as a science, another thing to assign

it a place in the hierarchy of Abstract Sciences. It may

be a Concrete Science, as Physiology and Botany are

;

but it is derived from the Abstract Science of Biology,

and can only be consistently separated from it by those

who hold that psychical phenomena are in essence distinct

from vital phenomena. What I had hastily classed as special
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in psvcLical phenomena was a conventional speciality, arisinj?

fi-om the conventional restriction of biological phenomena, and

the nnphilosophic practice of biologists, who had left all the

higher functions to be treated by metaphysicians. That this

was a serions error a moment's consideration will disclose.

Biology is the science of Life; among the manifestations of

livin"- organisms we distinguish, for our convenience, the

vegetal from the animal functions, what are called vital from

what are called psychical phenomena ; but no positive biologist

supposes that this distinction is real, that an animal orgauisui

has two independent vitalities, or that the psychical func-

tions are not part and parcel of the organic activities,

determined by the structure and condition of the organs

;

above all no biologist supposes that his science would be

complete if from the circle of vital phenomena all the

sensitive, emotive, instinctive, volitional, and intellectual

phenomena were excluded. The parallel between Chemistry

and Biology entirely fails. Chemistry deals with the jdieno-

mena of molecular combination ; the phenomena of Life are

superadded to these, and this superaddition constitutes a

new science. The laws of Chemistry would remain precisely

-what they are if all organisms were destroyed : neither more

nor less. But psychological phenomena are no superaddition

to the phenomena of Life, they are themselves vital ; and

although we may conceive a Biology restricted to Plants,

and comprising only vegetal functions, this withdrawal of

animal organisms would profoundly afi'ect the constitution

of Biology, by robbing it of a class of important laws. In

other words, since every general science of Life necessarily

includes «eH«i<n.'e no less than niilrilive functions, any conceji-

tion of Biology which excluded the sensations, instincts, and

intellections would be monstrously truncated.

Comte was therefore fully justified in refusing to truncate

Biology by removing from it one important class of vital

phenomena ; he would have erred against his own principles

had he erected the concrete, derivative science of Psychology

into an Abstract Science holding its place in the hierarchy.
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We may cheerfully give up his views as to how Psychology

should be studied, without giving up an essential element in

the Positive Philosophy—without creating a place for Psycho-

logy independent of, and equivalent to, Biology. We cannot

forget that all psychical phenomena are phenomena of Sensi-

bility, and are reducible to neural processes, actions of the

organism.

There is, indeed, a Philosophy which takes a very different

view, teaching that sensation, emotion, ideation, are not

directly functions of an organism, but are the activities of an

entity living within the organism, a life within a life, having,

with the organism it inhabits, only points of contact, none

of community. I will not here discuss the pretensions of

this Philosophy ; I only say it is not the Positive Philosophy.

The answer to Mr. Mill may therefore be summed up thus :

either psychical phenomena are biological phenomena, in

which case Psychology is a branch of Biology ; or psychical

phenomena are essentially different from biological pheno-

mena—the special actions of a special agent or combination

of agents— in which case Psychology claims a separate

jjlace among fundamental sciences.

Dr. Bridges,* in his letter to Mr. Mill, after noticing the

restricted sense in which Comte spoke of Psychologj-, adds,

' If by Psychology be meant the study, by every means that

are available, of the moral and intellectual functions of man,

it is very certain that Comte was a psychologist, though he

naturally avoided a word which connected him with a

contemporary school of meta|3hysicians. With regard to the

impossibility of studying the purely intellectual functions by

the method of self-observation, Comte adopted, it is true, the

opinion of Broussais so vigorously stated in his treatise sur

rirritation et la Folic. It is possible that these thinkers may

have rejected the method too absolutely. But it must be

shown to be far more fruitful in results than it has yet

proved, before it can rank very high as an instrument for

* 77/e Unity of Cmnte's Life and Doctrine: A Reply to Strictures on Comte'

s

later Writings, addressed to J. S. Mill, Esq., M.P. By J. H. Bridges, M.D. 1866.
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the discovery of truth. The study of the intellectual and

moral functions was prosecuted by Comte throughout his life,

and that on methods not, I imagine, materially diflorent

from those which you would adopt.'

M. Littre grapples more directly with Mr. Mill's objection.

He begins with an important distinction between the study

of the faculties and the study of the products of those

faculties. ' According to Cointe there ia no Psychology

be3"ond the domain of Biology ; according to Mr. Mill,

Psychology forms an ensemble of notions which cannot be

explained by Biology. What shall I say to this, when at

the outset I remark a confusion, which I must clear up

before pronouncing? The confusion is that the word Psy-

chology sometimes comprehends the cerebral faculties and

sometimes the products of those faculties. If the question is

of the faculties, I side with M. Comte ; if the question is of

the products, I side with Mr. Mill.' He proceeds to show

that whatever relates to the faculties, either as to their

analysis or to their classification, everything which relates to

the functions or the moditications impressed on them by

external influences, belongs of right to Biology ; and as such

it is treated by Cointe. The fact that there is a Psychology

of animals decisively refutes the notion of the independence

of this study of the facidties ; the intelligence, atfectiona,

and instincts of animals being clearly biological questions.

' These explanations,' he adds, ' show that M. Comte
committed no error in placing under Biology the study of

Psychology, if by the latter we understand the intellectual

and affective faculties ; but if we also understand by it

Ideology, and even Logic, then the reproach has quite

another aspect.' M. Littre selects as an illustration of the

distinction between faculties and products, the case of

Language. Recent researches, he says, have given almost a

demonstration of the existence of such a faculty in one of
the anterior convolutions of the cerebrum. 'That is a
decisive case of cerebral physiology—a definite function
assigned to a definite organ ; but if the faculty of Language
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belongs to Biology, this cannot be said of Grammar, wbicli

is a product of the faculty.' Other examples might have

been added. The faculty, or faculties, of Music belong to

Biology, but Counterpoint has no such place. Ideology,

Logic, Ethics, ^Esthetics, are products, and, as products,

have no place in the series of Abstract Sciences which con-

stitute the positive hierarchy, though one and all of them

may be very important special sciences. ' Leur theorie

g^n^rale n'est pas plus partie integrante de la philosophic

positive que ne le serait la theorie generale du langage et de

la granimaire ; et vraiment pourquoi ne pus reclamer en

faveur de celle-ci, fort considerable assuremeut, si Ton

reclame en faveur de celles-la?
'

We will now turn to the second objection. 'The philo-

sophy of a science,' says Mr. Mill, ' consists of two principal

parts ; the methods of investigation and the requisites of

proof.' I pause here to remark that although he is at per-

fect liberty to construct his own definitions, and conform to

them, he is not at liberty to make them the standard for

Comte, and to object to the Positive Philosophy because it

does not conform to such a standard. As a critic of a system,

he is bound to accept its definitions, not to apply his own.

In the present instance, a positivist would say that Mr. Mill's

definition is one which describes the logic, not the philosophy,

of a science. I do not remember any express definition pro-

posed by Comte, but the following is the one I should con-

struct from his exposition :
' The philosophy of a science is

constituted by the co-ordination of the fundamental Laws of

the phenomena within the domain of the science — the

Methods by which those Laws are discovered,—and the rela-

tion which the science bears to the one which precedes and

the one which succeeds it in the encyclopEedic hierarchy ; in

other words, its position and degree of influence in human

development.'*

* M. LiTTKE proposes the following:—'La philosophie d'une science est la con-

ception de ectte science par co-ordination des faits gen^raux ou verites fondamen-
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This difference of definition being indicated, we may

consider wliat force there is in the objection urged by

Mr. ilill. Ho sees two requisites :
—

' The one,' he continues,

' points out the road by which the human intellect arrives at

conclusions ; the other, the mode of testing their evidence.

The former, if complete, would be an Organon of Discovery

;

the latter, of Proof. It is to the first of these that M. Comto

principally confines himself, and he treats it with a degree of

perfection hitherto unrivalled. Nowhere is there anything

comparable in its kind to his survey of the resources which

the mind has at its disposal for investigating the laws of

phenomena ; the circumstances which render each of the

fundamental modes of exploration suitable or unsuitable to

each class of phenomena ; the extensions and transformations

which the process of investigation has to undergo in adapting

itself to each new province of the field of study ; and the

especial gifts witli which everyone of the fundamental sciences

enriches the methotl of positive inquiry, eacli science, in its

turn, bi'ing the best fitt«d to bring to perfection one process

or another. These and many other cognate subjects, such

as the theory of Classification and the proper use of scientific

Hypotheses, M. Comte has treated with a completeness of

insight which leaves little to be desired.'

The praise is emphatic enough, and authoritative enough,

to satisfy even disciples ; but it is succeeded by the statement

of a grave defect :
' We are taught the right way of searching

for results, but when a result has been reached, how shall we

know that it is true ? How assure ourselves that the process

has been performed correctly, and that our premises, whether

consisting of generalities or of particular facts, really prov(!

the conclusion we have grounded on them? On tliis question

M. Comte throws no light ; he supplies no test of proof. As

regards deduction, he neither recognises the syllogistic system

ofAristotle and his successors—the insufficiency of which is as

evident as its utility is real—nor proposes any other in lieu

tales qui y apparticnnent.'

—

Revue det Deux Mondes. (This arlielc has since been

reprinted as n pamphlet : Augiute Comte el Stuart Mill.)
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of it ; and of inductions he has no canons whatever. He does

not seem to admit the possibility of any general criterion, by

which to decide whether a given inductive inference is correct

or not. He maintains that no hypothesis is legitimate, un-

less it is susceptible of verification, and that none ought to

be accepted as true, unless it can be shown not only that

it accords with the facts, but that its falsehood would be

inconsistent with them. He, therefore, needs a testi-of

indiiclisfi . proof ; and, in assigning none, he seems to give

up a,s impracticable the main problem of Logic, properly

so called.'

The objection is formidable ; if admitted, it would be fatal,

—a system which was without a criterion would have the

radical vice which dissolves every metaphysical construction.

Happily this is not the case with the Positive Philosophy.

A deficiency, I admit, exists, but it is not one having the

reach assigned to it by Mr. Mill. A system of Philosophy

must somewhere have a place for Logic, and Comte has not

indicated the place it should occupy. But the omission does

not deprive the system of a criterion ; it only deprives us of

a ready mode of exhibiting the criterion. Logic is the codi-

fication of the rules which the various sciences have employed

and must employ. It is the grammar of science. The author

of incomparably the best work on Logic is naturally alive to

the importance of this codification ; and we who have pro-

fited so largely by his work, are not likely to underrate it.

Nevertheless, when the integrity of Positivism is in question

there is doubt permissible whether the plan followed by Comte

does not, as M. Littre suggests, furnish an equivalent to the

legal sanction of Logic. Mr. Mill thinks not ; but that may
be because he misai)prehends the plan :—He says, ' Method,

according to M. Comte, is learnt only by seeing it in operation,

and the logic of a science can only be usefully taught through

the science itself.' The plan is wider : it is the combination

of the hierarchy of the sciences with their methods, so that

each science in turn furnishes its own criterion ; thus the

logic of each science is serially exhibited, and all that is
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wanting is the coJificatiou of the whole, an abstract scienco

of Proof.

If Logic is the codification of the rules of experience, its

utility as codification may be admitted. But the code does

not introduce any new validity. It shows what the rules are ;

it does not furnish a test deeper than the rules themselves.

Comte was not imperatively called upon to supply a test of

truth more valid than experience ; nor could IjOgic have sup-

plied such a test. Mr. Mill declares that the final test is the

universality of the law of causation. But no one has shown

more conclusively that the law of causation is itself a gene-

ralisation of experience. M. Littn'", therefore, asks, ' How
do we know that a genenil proposition in science is true?

By showing that in every case experience confirms it. If

exceptions arise, we either sacrifice it or modify it. Our

most assured inductions are only accepted under the control

of constant verification, and no sanction which Ijogic can

give them removes this relative character or adds anything

to their certainty.'

Although Comte neglected to codify the rules of Proof (a

neglect which has been amply remedied by Mr. Mill), he

did not by any means or in any department neglect Proof.

He gave the rules in giving the Methods of Research ; atid

in this portion of the philosophy of each science he elaborated

the logic peculiar to that science. As he says, ' Le vrai regime

positif ue separe jamais la logique de la science. Car en

n'etudiant chaque partie de la methode inductive qu'avec leu

doctrineg qui font uperialemcnt suscilee, on sent aussitfit que

son usage doit tonjours etre con forme aux notions fonda-

mentales que cette science ref;oit de la precedente.'*

While defending Comte, I have also to add that although

Logic is to Science what Grammar is to Language, and botli

should be taught pari passu with their examples, there is still

a need for a general Logic or Methodology, as for an Universal

Grammar or Philosophy of Language ; and this need Comte
sometimes seems to have felt. ' Puisqu'il est toujours

• Poliiique pontivc, i. 518.
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absurde,' he says, ' d' enseigner la metliode separement de la

doctrine, il faut utiliser toutes les occasions ou Ton pent tirer

de I'exercice scientifique une saine instruction logique.'*

But where this Methodology should be placed, whether as

an Abstract Science at the close of the series, or as a division

of Anthropology, he has left for others to determine.

This, then, is the Positive Philosophy : the extension to nil

investigations of those methods which have been proved

successful in the physical sciences—the transformation of

Science into Philosophy—the condensation of all knowledge

into a homogeneous body of Doctrine, capable of supplying

a Faith and conaequentl}' a Polity.

The positive mode of thouglit is that which must rule the

future. This is an induction from all History, which shows

that only three modes have existed, and that they have

everywhere exhibited the same law of mutation, the theo-

logical once dominant being gradually supplanted by the

metaphysical, and the metaphysical in turn gradually giving

way to the positive. One by one the various groups of

phenomena have fallen imder the positive rule, and as each

group received its scientific character it freed itself more and

more from the influence of Theology or Metaphysics, the

perfection of each science being accurately measured by

the completeness with which these influences have been

eliminated.

But although the course of History unequivocally conse-

crates the Positive Philosophy, and although we see in the

ever accelerated advances of Science the accumulative pre-

paration for the new Doctrine, we must not confound the

general spirit with the special result. We may accept the

positive spirit, and all the positive sciences, without accepting

the Philosophy which Comte has evolved fi-oni them. I myself

accept that Philosophy, and I do not know of any other general

Doctrine which is to be placed beside it. But there are many

* Politique positive, ii. 443.



734 AUGUSTE COMTE.

positive thinkers who either do not feel the need of a Doctrine,

or do not seo how at present it is to be constructed ; men who

think that the several sciences are enough, without a general

Philosophy to knit them together; and men who are dis-

satisfied with Conite's synthesis, though unable to propose a

better. Thus it is tliat there is still a vast mass of unorga-

nised positivism which the future will have to organise.

What may be said at once of the Philosophy is that it U a

systematisation, more or less perfect, of actual knowledge, a

general doctrine capable of embracing all knowledge. This is

its distinctive character. ' Taut (ju'Auguste Comte n'a pas

paru,' says M. Littre, ' le chani]) dc la speculation gi'nerale

appartient a la theologie ou a la metaphysiqn(>, et celui de la

speculation particuliere a la science. Qiumd il a paru, les

positions sont interverties ; la speculation scientitique devient

generale, ct la tht^ologie et la metaphysique deviennent par-

ticulieres, c'est-a-dire, qu'elles ne se montrent que comnie

des etages de I'histoire de I'esprit humain.'*

More than once the phrase ' systematisation of all know-

ledge' has been used, and used designedly ; for the province

of Positivism is strictly limited to what can be known ; and it

is this very circumscripfion which haa provoked the deepest

antagonism. Affirming that since we cannot kimv the origins

and ends of things—first and final causes being, from the

constitution of our faculties, inaccessible to us—we ought

stringently to exclude them from our Philosophy, which is

concerned solely with what can be known. Positivism by no

means denies the existence of such causes, it simply denies

that by invoking the mere existence we can gain any insight

into the laws of phenomena. Neither affirming nor denying

their existence, it contents itself with asserting that these

causes have not been made cognisable to our minds; and

although it is permissible to every man to indulge in any

l^hantasies he pleases, it is not permissible to introduce these

into Philosophy. It is no use asking for better bread than

• LiTTKE : Augutte Comte, p. O'J.
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can be made of wheat. The limitations of human knowledge

may be irksome to some impatient sj^rits—and are usually

so to those who have not had patience enough to master much
of what is known—but Philosophy pretending to no wider

sweep than that of human faculty, and contented with the

certainties of experience, declares the search after first and

final causes to be a profitless pursuit.

§ III. Tkansfobmation of Philosophy into Eeligion.

It is neither consistent with the jjlan of this History, nor

with the few pages still at my disposal, to give an exposition

of the speculations which Comte produced dui-ing his second

period. That his Philosophy rapidly became transformed

into Religion, has already been noticed ; also that the trans-

formation caused a schism among his disciples, one party

afiirming that he had forsaken the positive Method, and was

untrue to his own teaching; the other party affirming that

the later developments were perfectly consistent with the

earlier speculations, and that his whole life had been the one

work of founding a Polity on the basis of a demonstrated

Faith.*

The later works, namely the Politique, the Catechisme, and

the Sy7ithese subjective, form a group by themselves, which,

whether they are, or are not, necessary developments of the

Philosophy, in nowise affijct the integrity of that system of

thought ; a system that may be accepted by those who do

not feel the need of the Religion, and by those who do not

think that Comte has succeeded in the transformation.

There are thus two separable doctrines associated with his

name ; the fervent adherents of the one being sometimes

only partial adherents of the other, and sometimes even its /

open antagonists.

Such questions must be debated elsewhere. For myself

I will only say that in spite of my veneration for Comte, and

* Contrast Littee's work on Comte, aud Dr. Bridges' Litttr to J. S. Mill.



73(i AUGUSTE COMTE.

my growiug eyuipatby with his views, I have uevei" been

able to accept the later works as more than magnificent

efforts to construct an Utopia, which differs from all previous

Utopias in having the past life of Humanity as its warrant.

I think his attempt at systematisation was premature

:

failure was iuevitable, because polities must grow, they

cannot be made— and by him the laws of growth were dis-

regarded. It was not thus in his early days ; indeed, when

writing to Valat he declares that the object of his philosopliy

is to reform the whole system of Education, and that until

the Doctrine is completely established, every attempt to

change the existing form of government should be carefully

avoided. But iu his later days this was forgotten. The

Method he employed is one which the Positive Philosoiihy

emphatically condemns ; and his large use of subjective

fiction, though permissible in an Utopia, is disastrous else-

where. He painfully illustrates his own Law of the Three

Stages, according to which the same mind nniy be in the

positive stage when handling some topics, and in the mota-

phjsictd stage when Iiandluig others. No metaijhysician

ever constructed a scheme of the Cosmos with more arbitrary

conceptions, and a greater disregard of experience than

Comte employs iu the construction of his Polity. Not only

does he perpetually disregard experience, ainl verifiable data,

but he is sometimes flagrantly at variance with them, and pro-

pounds hypotheses that are as wild as the fictions of poets.

On these grounds of Method and premature systematisation,

I am forced to separate myself from him, to question some

doctrines and reject others, which, if they were put forth

merely as suggestions, might be fertile in influence. Gene-

rally it may be said of these later works that had they been

avowed as Utopian—as the visions and suggestions of a

meditative mind anxious to impart to others the thoughts

which rose in it— their immediate operation would have

been incomparably greater, because tlieir profoundly moral
and ennobling spirit, and their reach of suggestion, would

have gained the sympathy of many who are roused to
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antagonism by Avhat they considei- tlie arrogance of a claim

to finality, and the danger of an attemjit at practical enforce-

ment of ideas not rationally sifted. It is one thing to listen

to a philosophic proposal, to carry it in our thoughts and

see how far it will clear up difficulties, how far it is or is not

compatible with experience ; another thing to listen to a

preacher who propounds his visions as laws. As a great

teacher, Comte's simple indications would have been received

with the respect which was their due. As a pontiff, he

forced us to scrutinise severely the validity of every propo-

sition he put forth. We could all admit the deep imjiortance

of his eflbrts to exalt every demonstrated truth into an

element of Religion, making all studies religious by disclos-

ing their higher aim, so that even Mathematics might become

a part of Morality ; we could see that he was thus calling on

us to do consciously what fi'om the first mankind has been

doing unconsciously, namely, to make every insight into the

truth of things a rule of conduct. But the very principle

here in operation teaches a cautious reserve. We must be

thoroughly convinced of a truth before we erect it into a

rule of conduct. Now it is certain that many of Comte's

ideas, even on fundamental questions, are very far from

having the evidence requisite for conviction ; and however

grateful we may be to him for his suggestions, we are by no

means ready to regard them as laws.

Thus much it was needful to say respecting the attitude

of many who on the whole regard Comte's later speculations

with sympathy, as the eflPorts of an individual to anticipate

the Avork of future generations. The history of his ideas he

has narrated in the preface to the first volume of the

Politique ; and although it may be somewhat coloured by

the after glow, its substantial truth will be recognised by all

who read his early essays, or meditate the first and final

chapters of the Philosophic. Nothing can be more evident

than that from the first his aim was to construct a Polity on

the basis of Science. This Polity did not at first wear the

aspect of a Religion, but the transition was inevitable. A
VOL. II. 3 B
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Doctrine wliicli furnished an explanation of the World, of

Man, and of Society, which renovated education, and organ-

ised social relations, above all which established a Spiritual

Power, was in all its chief functions identical with a Religion.

' Les positi^•istes sont aujounrhui,' he said, ' les seuls qui,

pla^ant le problerae spii ituel avant la recherche temporelle,

fondent la reorganisation industrielle sur la renovation intel-

lectuelle et morale. Tons les autres reforniateurs s'accordent

au contraire a regler immetliatement la 80ciet<5 mat^'rielle sans

avoir aucunenient disciplint? les opinions et les mojurs.' The

discii>line of opinion is to be effected by the Philosophy

which furnishes a common Faith, in furnishing a homoge-

neous exjilanation of the external order of exist^^nces ; the

discipline of conduct is to be eff"ected by a religious con-

ception of our duties. This conception of our duties natnrally

emergcs from a consideration of the laws of social evolution,

since ' I'avenir que nous voulons preparer resulte essentielle-

ment d'un passe que nous ne pouvons changer.'

The Positive Religion claims to resume and complete all

previous Religions, jnst as the Positive Philosophy resumes

and completes all pre^-ious Philosophies. It resembles them

in purpose, it differs from them in having a basis of demon-

strated truth. Widely as the various creeds may bo separated,

they are essentially combined by Positivism, which considers

each in reference to its local and temporary destination, as

the expression of one stage of human evolution. ' H n'cxistc

au fond qu'une seule religion a la fois universelle et ddfinitive,

vers laquelle tendirent de plus en plus les synthc^ses partielles

et provisoires, autant que le comjxjrtaient les situations cor-

respondantes.' No sooner was the religion of Humanity

distinctly conceived than the history of Religion seemed

suddenly illuminated, as the story of one aim becoming more

and more definite: everywhere the same tendency was obser-

vable : everywhere the ideal of human nature usurping more

and more of the province primitively assigned to supernatural

powers : the gods, always exaggerations of human powers

and passions, became more and more personifications of
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what was most admirable and loveable in human nature, till,

in Christianity, there emerged the avowed Ideal Man.
It is therefore an ungenerous and misplaced reproach so

often sneeringly cast upon Comte that he has enriched his

rehgion by incorporating largely the elements of Christianity.

It is because Chi-istianity was the highest and latest de-

velopment of religious thought, and because it brought into

preeminence the human element contained in all religions,

that it was the effectual preparation for a religion of

Humanity. Comte therefore, whose aim it was to extricate

fi-om the whole past experience of the race whatever was in

harmony with the development of our higher nature, could

not but largely incorporate Christian teaching in his own
synthesis. And thus it is that apart fi-om certain meta-

physical doctrines—very lightly held by most minds—there

is little in the conceptions of the most enlightened Christian

which is not identical with Positivism ; or, conversely, there

is little in Positivism which Christians do not or cannot

cordially accept in all that relates to this life. The main

distinction lies in this, that Positivism leaves less influence

to the avowedly selfish motives.

Unhappily Comte did not confine himself to preaching a

noble moral doctrine, but irritated his antagonists and

perplexed his admirers by a variety of particular prescrip-

tions, which gratified his love of systematization. These are

regarded as absurd or worse ; and the public ever ready to

fasten upon details and to neglect essentials, quarrel over

these j)articular prescriptions, dec' aim against them, and

laugh at them, as if the Religion of Humanity meant nothing

more. It is the spectacle constantly before our eyes when in

the squabbles about Ritualism, men forget that they are

Christians.

Two things every Religion must do if it is to endure : it

must satisfy the intellect, and regulate the feelings. To

'

satisfy the intellect, it must furnish an explanation of the

"World and Society such as enables us to understand, and

by understanding to modify, the External Order to which
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our existence is subordinate. To regulate the feelings, it

must furnish an explanation of Man, such as enables us to

understand, and, by uuderstanding, adapt ourselves to the

Internal Order which constitutes the moral life. How far

Positivism at present answers to such demands is a matter

for debate. That it claims to answer them is enough to

arrest serious attention. So much is clear : that whenever

the present intellectual anarchy is replaced by a common
Faith, whenever men have a system of beliefs respecting the

universe and their relation to it, which resting on demon-

stration admits of no disputo, then—alas ! the prospect seems

far distant—will arise a Polity which also will admit of no

dissent. Then will Philosophy be ti-ansforined into Religion.

Meanwhile anarchy continues, and the Faith is slow in

spreading.
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THE PRESENT CONDITION OF PHILOSOPHY.

HITHERTO the History of Philosophy has been that of a

long period of preparation. A new era dawns with the

transformation of Science into Philosophy. Hencefoi"ward

History wUl record development, not revolution—convergence

of effort, not conflict. Each science has had its period of

preparation, during which knowledge was accumulated, but

no presiding conceptions gave unity to researches, no fixed

methods enabled all men to assist in building one temple.

Then came the change : each science was ' constituted,'

sei)arated from Common Knowledge, and the efforts of all

labourers were convergent, the development was continuous.

The constitution of the Positive Philosophy closes the period

of pi'ei^aration, and opens the period of evolution. This

system is distinguished from all philosophical systems

hitherto propounded in that it accepts from the special

sciences the Methods they have emjjloyed and the Results

they have attained, thus presenting an expression and

summaiy of the whole of human effort : instead of following

the old plan of constructing a system and then applying its

Method and Results to the special inquiries of the sciences.

It is far, very far from complete as a Doctrine. It will have

to undergo many enlargements and modifications, advancing

with the progress of discovery, and adapting itself flexibly to

all the changes of scientific knowledge. But while it will

thus need and will absorb the labours of future generations,

it will continue in the same path, ujidisturbed by conflicts of

principles.

This prophecy is not made in forgetfulness of the fact that

at present the Doctrine has no very extensive acceptance, and
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that even positive thinkers are not always willing to accept it.

Hipparchus and Biehiit found hikewaiiu adherents among the

astronomers and biologists of their day, and fierce antagonists

among the philosophera ; but the rolling years brought light

into men's minds ; and the Positive Philosoph}- will force its

way to empire, in spite of sceptics and opponents. It must

do so, because its only rivals are Theological Philosophy and

Metaphysical Philosophy, and these, after a long reign, have

irretrievably lost their supremacy in every department where

they have been confronted with Science. No sooner was

victorious Science transformed into a Philosophy than the

rivalry was virtually at an end. Thus, although Comte

may come to \yo as antirjuated as Iliiii)ar(hu8, and as far

behind the knowledge of the day as Bichat now is, the

Positive Philosophy will henceforth reign undisturbed.

In the story which these pages have told, there has been

something like a demonstration of the incompetence of the

Method upon which all metaphysical inquiries proceed. The
urgent need of the Positive Philosophy was thus made
apparent. If the Past points to the necessity for a homo-

geneous and all-embracing Doctrine, what indications are

there in the Present of a speedy realisation of that aim ?

To answer this question, a volume might profitably bo

employed. In the few pages still at command, I can only

briefiy touch on it.

In France, at first sight, the signs seem unfavourable,

since what little speculative activity exists there (out of

Science) is markedly opposed to the positive spirit. The
reaction against the 18th century still continues, and
' Materialism ' is still the bugbear erected to warn men away
from positive tendencies. In Germany, on the other hand,

the old spiritualism is daily falling into discredit, and what
are called materialistic opinions are rising into popularity.

Nay, even, in England there is no mistaking the strong

current towards positive ideas, in spite of our theological

impatience of whatever can be stigmatised as Materialism.
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Materialism is an ugly word, which connotes certain

opinions of very questionable validity held by some writers,

and opinions both silly and immoral which are wantonly

attributed to these writers by rash and reckless polemists.

Be their opinions, however, what they may, the materialists

have at least this important advantage, that they strive to

get rid of all metaphysical entities, and seek an explanation

of phenomena in the laws of phenomena. Their doctrine

may be, as I think it is, truncated and imperfect ; words

and vague generalities are too often made to supply the

place of distinct conceptions ; but the ©ijinions should be

refuted as false, not denounced as dangerous. Research is

arduous enough without our obstructing the path with

bugbears. If materialistic opinions are en-oneous, they are

dangerous to the extent of their erroneousness ; whereas

most men declare these opinions to be eiToneous because

they believe them to be dangerous. Against this mode of

warfare philosophers are bound to protest. It is an effective

mode, and therefore should be condemned. Men may,

unhappily, be frightened from the truth and cajoled into

error ; * and in France the cajolery has been openly avowed,

Victor Cousin frankly appealing to the ' patriotism ' of his

audience in favour of ' nos belles doctrines.'

The reaction against the Philosophy of the Eighteenth

Centm-y was less a reaction against a doctrine proved to be

incompetent than against a doctrine believed to be the source

of frightful immorality. The reaction was vigorous, because

it was animated by the horror which agitated Europe at the

excesses of the French Revolution. Associated in men's

* M. Taxnb, in one of his vivacious sallies, notices the small importance the

public attaches to pure reasoning :
' Attaquez une psychologic par une psychologic

;

vous convainerez quatre ou cinq esprits solitaires, mais la foule vous echappera. Au
contraire, proclamez bien haut que si I'on continue a croire vos adversaires, Dieu,

la viriti, la morale publique sont en danger; aussitot I'auditoire dressera les

oreilles : les propri^taires s'inqui^teront pour leur bien, les fonetionnaires pour

leur place ; on regardera les philosophes denonces avec defiance
;
par provision on

otera leur li>Te des mains des enfants ; le pire de famille ne laissera plus manier

a son ills un poison probable.'

—

Les rkilos(>phes fran^ais da XlXthne Sihle, p. 5.
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minds with the saturnalia of the Terror, the philosopliieal

opinions of Condillac, Diderot, and Cabanis were heUl

responsible for the crimes of the Convention ; and what

might be trne in those opinions was flung aside with what

was false, without discrimination, without analysis, in fierce

impetuous disgust. Every opinion which had what was

called ' a taint of materialism,' or seemed to point in that

direction, was denounced as an opinion necessarily leading

to the destruction of all Religion, Morality, and Government.

Every opinion which seemed to p<»iut in the direction of

spiritualism was eagerly welcomed, promulgated, and lauded
;

not because it was demonstrably true, but because it was

supposed capable of preserving social order. And indeed

when, looking back upon those times, we contemplate the

misery and anarchy which disgraced what was an inevitable

movement, and dimmed what was really noble in the move-

ment, we can understand how many generous hearts and

minds, fluctuating in perplexity, did instinctively revolt not

onh' against the Revolution, but against all the principles

which were ever invoked by the revolutionists. Looffing at

the matter from this distance we can see clearly enough that

' Materialism ' had really no more to do with the Revolution

than Christianity had to do with the hideous scenes in which

the Anabaptists were actors ; but we can imderstand how
indelible was the association of Revolution with Materialism

in the minds of that generation.

So profoundly influential has this association been, that a

celebrated surgeon of our own day perilled his position by

advocating the opinion, now almost universally accepted, but

then generally shuddered at, that the brain is the ' organ ' of

the mind. He had to retract that opinion, which the pious

Hartley and many others had advanced without ofl'ence.

He had to retract it, not because it was scientifically

untenable, but because it was declared to be morally dan-

gerous.

The historj' of the reaction in France is very instructive,

bnt it would rerpiire more space than can here be given
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adequately to narrate the story.* Foiir streams of infliieiice

converged into one, all starting from the same source,

namely, horror at the Kevolutionarj' excesses. The Catholics,

with the great Joseph de Maistre and M. de Bonald at theii*

head, appealed to the religious sentiments ; the Royalists,

with Chateaubriand and Madame de Stael, appealed to the

monarchical and literary sentiments ; the metaphysicians,

with Laromigui^re and Maine de Biran, and the moralists

with Royer-Collard, one and all attacked the weak points of

Sensationalism, and prepared the way for the enthusiastic

reception of the Scotch and German philosophies. A glance

at almost any of these writers will suffice to convmce the

student that their main purpose is to defend morality and

order, which they believe to be necessarily imperilled by the

philosophy they attack. The appeals to the prejudices and

sentiments are incessant. Eloquence is made to supply the

deficiencies of argument ; emotion takes the place of demon-

stration. The hearer is charmed, roused, dazzled. He
learns to associate all the nobler sentiments with spiritualistic

doctrines, and all grovelling ideas with materialistic doctrines;

till the one school becomes inseparably linked in his mind

with emotions of reverence for whatever is lofty, profound,

and noble, and the other with emotions of contemjjt for

whatever is shallow and \mworthy. The leaders of the

reaction were men of splendid talents, and their work was

emimently successful. But now that the heats of controversy

have cooled, and all these debates have become historical, we
who look at them from a distance can find in them no

philosophical progi-ess, no new elements added which could

assist the evolution of Philosophy, and form a broader basis

for future monuments. In political and literary history

these attempts would claim a conspicuous position ; in the

History of Philosophy they deserve mention only as having

* The reader may consult on this topic Damieon, Essai sur I'Uistoirc de la

rhUosophie en France au XlXihnc SUcle ; Taine, Les Fhilos(yphcs frangais dit

XlXUme Slide; and Bataisson, Eapport sur la 'Philosophic en France auXlXieine

SiSolc.
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made mankiud aware of the limited nature of the eighteenth-

century philosophy, and its extraordinary lacumv. Their

office was critical, and has been fulfilled.

One doctrine, and one alone, emerged from these attempts,

and held for some time the position of a School. It made a

noise in its day, but even the echoes have now become

almost inaudible. A feebler doctrine scarcely ever obtained

acquiescence ; we must nevertheless bestow a few sentences

on it to make our story complete. Eclecticism is dead,

but it produced some gooil results, if only by the impetus it

gave to historical research, and by the confirmation it gave,

in its very weakness, to the conclusion that an d, priori

solution of transcendental problems is impossible. For

Eclecticism was the last product of philosophical speculation,

the gathering together of all that philosophers had achieved,

and the evolution from these separate achievements of one

final doctrine,—which final doctrine is itself rejected.

Victor Cousiu and Thomas Jouffroy are the chiefs of tlus

School : one a brilliant rhetorician utterly destitute of ori-

ginality, the other a sincere thinker, whose merits have been

thrown into the shade by his brilliant colleague. As a man
of letters, M. Cousin deserves the respect which attends his

name, if we except the more than questionable use which he

has made of the labours of pupils and assistants without

acknowledgment. However, our business is not with Cousin,

but with Eclecticism. Royer-CoUard introduced the prin-

ciples of the Scotch school, to combat with them the prin-

ciples of Sensationalism. Reid and Stewart were translated

by Jouffi-oy, explained and developed by Royer-Collard,

Jouflfroy, and Cousiu. The talents of these professors, aided

by the tendency towards any reaction, made the Scotch

philosophy dominant in France. But Victor Cousin's rest-

less activity led him to the study of Kant :—and certain

doctrines of the * Konigsberg sage ' were preached by him
with the same ardour as that which he had formerly devoted
to the Scotch. As soon as the Parisians began to know
something of Kant, M. Cousin started off to Alexandria for a
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doctrine : lie found one in Proclus. He edited Proclus

;

lectured on liim; borrowed some of his ideas, and would

have set him on the throne of philosophy, had the public

been willing. A trip to Germany made him acquainted with

the modem Proclus—Hegel. On his return to Paris he

presented the public with as much of Hegel's doctrines as he

could understand. His celebrated Eclecticism is nothing

but a misconception of Hegel's History of Philosophy, fenced

round with several plausible arguments.

Gifted with great oratorical power, flattering the prejudices

and passion of the majority, tempted as most orators are to

sacrifice everything to effect, and incapable, fi-om native

incapacity or from defective training, of gaining any clear

insight, Victor Cousin by his qualities and defects rose to an

eminence which was regrettable, because it overshadowed the

efforts of nobler minds. He was the source of philosophical

patronage, and he filled the chairs of France with professors

who were his adherents, or who dared not openly expose his

weakness. The consequence was, that, being crassly ignorant

of Science, he kept Philosophy aloof from all scientific

influences. The progress of centuries was ignored, and the

methods of Scholasticism were once more brought into vogue.

A painful cant of ' question begging ' eloquence supplied the

place of research. The clear, precise genius of France was

for a time ashamed of its clearness, and in sheer terror of

being thought superficial and immoral rejected the aid of

Science, and went maundering on about le Moi, I'CEil interne,

rinfini, le Vrai, le Bean, et le Bien in a pitiable manner.

Among the productions of late years which deserve serious

attention, may be named the two works of M. Coumot, the

Logic of M. Delboeuf, and the Essays of M. Eenouvier.* The

most remarkable of all the recent productions, is undoubtedly

the work of M. Taine,t wherein he has resumed with French

* Cocenot: Essai sur Us fondements de noa Connaissances, 2 vols. 1851; and

TraM de Fenchahiemtnt des Idees fondamentales dans Ics sciences et dans rkistoire,

2 vols. 1861 ; Delbceuf : Essai de Logiqiie sckntifique, 1865 ; Eenoitviee : Essais

de Critique ginerdle, 1 854.

t Taine: De Chitelligence, 2 vols. 1870.
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cleai-ncss and his own felicity of stylo, some of the best

established results of psychological research in England and

Germany, uniting Mill, Bain, and Spencer, with Herbai-t,

Helmholtz, and Wundt. It is indeed a matter of surprise to

see how, after following these leaders through the greater

part of his work, he endeavours at the close to adopt Hegel's

principles, and present them as a basis for a future Meta-

pbysic. But whether the reader agree or disagree with the

views M. Taine puts forth, ho will bo interested throughout,

and always stimulated to re-investigation of the problems.

In Italy the philosophic activity is almost exclusively

metaphysical, and mainly directed by Theology. There is a

centre of Hegelianism at Naples, of which M. Vera is the

leader ; and a small section of reactionists against all

Theology, of which Signor Fninehi may be regarded as the

type.* But I only know one philosoiihic work that has any

positive tendency, and that is the very remarkable treatise

by the Padre Secchi of Roine,t which no one interested in

the modern doctrine of the correlation of the Physical Forces

should neglect. A sketch of the present state of philosophy

has been given by Signor Ferrari,|; but I cannot speak as to

itfi value.

In Germany, so long the home of Metaphysics, the move-

ment has for some time paat been decidedly towards

positivism. ' The fall of Hegelianism,' says Haym, ' is con-

nected with the sense of deadness generally in philosophy.'

§

How could it be otherwise ? So great a failure of such

exulting hopes, necessarily led to a despair of speculation.

The majority turned impatiently away from researches which

landed every one in Scepticism or Absurdity, and gave their

attention to Science, which promised less, but fulfilled so

much more. There was, and ia still, a small minority un-

willing to relinquish Speculation. Nor can they be blamed.

• Feanchi : La FUosufia delU Scuole lialiane. 1863.

t Secchi : L'Unita delle Fone fitiche ; saggio diJUoBofia naturaU. 1864.

} Febuabi: Eetai sur VHutoire de la Phil, en Italic au XlXUme Siicle. 2 roU.

1869.

§ Haym : Hcgd und seine Ztil, p. 5.
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If Speculation manifestly failed, the causes of its failure have

not been adequately revealed ; and hence there are still

ardent soldiers ready again and again to join the forlorn

hope. Not seeing that the method of Metaphysics is one

on which no certainty can be reached, the seekers continue

on the old path instead of trj'ing a new path ; they retrace

the steps of their predecessors to discover, if possible, some

bye-path that had been overlooked. This explains the revival

of interest in Kant, Herbart, Schopenhauer, and Leibnitz.

Unlike Science, which never returns upon a refuted erroi",

never reoccupies abandoned positions, Metaphysic naturally

returns to its forsaken idols, burning fresh incense on their

altars. Not being verifiable, Metaphysic is not refutable.

Observe, moreover, that whereas Science is cosmopolitan,

Metaphysic is national. It would be ridiculous to speak of

English Astronomy, German Physiology, Italian Physics, or

French Chemistry, except as illustrating the state of these

cosmopolitan sciences in the several countries ; and a work

on one of these sciences that was not intelligible in all

countries, an experiment that was only valid in France, and

not in England, Germany, and Italy, would be at once put

out of court. Not so with Metaphysical Philosophy. The

Germans boast that they, and they alone, possess a philo-

sophy ; and it is true that we can speak of German Philo-

sophy, as we speak of Chinese Religion, the dogmas and

rites of which are to other nations unintelligible or absurd.

Only by dint of patient preparation can the most philo-

sophical Englishman, Frenchman, or Italian, understand

German philosophy ; its terminology, its maxims, its as-

sumptions, its proofs, lie remote from the sphere of his

thoughts. On the other hand, the German regards with

undisguised contempt the eiforts of all other nations. He
considers that he has a Calculus where others have only a

Multiplication Table.

Nevertheless it is as I said ; Germany is awakening

to the conviction that Science must displace Metaphysic.

Ontology finds few cultivators, and Psychology calls itself
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a Natiincissetischa/t, auJ very streimously seeks to discover

the organic meclianiflin of thought.* The break up of the

Hegelian school was coincident with the popuhirit}' of the

Herbartian, or what may be called the school of mathe-

matical metaphysicians ; and the disciples have mainly dis-

tinguished themselves by their assaults on the a priori

Method, the destruction of which is the necessary prelude

to Positivism. Fichte the younger tells us that ' since

the systems which aimed at the attjiinment of absolute

knowledge have died out, and the Kantian maxim that wc

can only comprehend trxdh as it stands in relation to human

nature has been reintroduced, it has become evident that all

philosophical problems must be placed under the control of

psychology. This is the essential character of that German

speculation which has sprung up since the times of Schelling

and Hegel. . . . We do not mean that any particular

psychological doctrine (wliethor that of Kant, Fries, or

Herbart) has been finally established, but simply that the

science of the human mijid aud the laws of its intelligence

must be made the universal starting point of philosophy.'

t

If we examine the psychological writings of the day, we

shall be struck with the change which has come over

German Philosophy, since even the writei-s who are still

hampered by metaphysical trammels are surprisingly eager

to borrow all the aid they can from Science, wliile one aud all

see the absolute necessity of detecting in mentiJ phenomena

the determining physiological processes. And this tendency

is still more visible in the outburst of Materialism which

* Among the most remarkable works are Waftz : lyefirbuch der Ptt/chohgie als

NaturwUtetuchaft, 1849; Lotzk : Medicinitche Pgychologie, 1862; Fecumeb: Ele-

mente der Ptychophyaik, 1860; Wcwdt: VorUtungen iilier du Menschen und
ThierMeU, 1863; Wundt: Beilriige rur Theorie der Sinnttwahmehmung, 1862;

and the researches of HsxiraoLra : Handhuch der phynologiachen Optik, 2nd edit.

1867- Some of the results of German psychological investigations will bo found
lucidly presented in J. D. Mobell's Introduction to Mental VhUomphy on the

Inductive Method, 1862.

t J. H. Fichte: Contributions to Mental PhUotophy. Translated by J. D.
HoBELL, 1860, p. 88.



THE PRESENT CONDITION OF PHILOSOPHY. 7ol

took place some eighteen years ago, recalling the old days of

theological controversy.

In 1852, Moleschott, the physiologist, published a remark-

able book, Der Kreislauf des Lehens, mainly directed against

Liebig's physiological errors. It describes in graphic and

popular style the ' circle of matter ' from the mineral world to

the vegetal world, and from the vegetal world to the animal,

and from the animal to the psychical world. The psychical ?

Even so. Moleschott is a frank materialist, admitting

no realities but Matter and Force, two inseparable ideas.

All the phenomena of Life and Mind he relegates to the

changes of Matter. In his chapter on Force, he attacks the

old metaphysical conception of Force {Kraft) as an indepen-

dent Entity, reducing it simply to the properties of Matter.

As we know Matter only through its properties, and never

know the propei'ties in the absence of Matter, the conclusion

is ' kein StofiF ohne Kraft, keine Kraft ohne Stoff : no Matter

without Force, no Force without Matter.'

The book created an uproar. In the same year, Karl

Vogt, the celebrated naturalist, published his Bilder aus dem

Thierleben. Many who forgave Vogt's red republicanism in

consideration of his researches in Embryology, especially of

the salmon tribe, were startled out of their tolerance when

they found him, in an essay on the souls of animals, de-

claring that men are only animals, and that ' thought stands

in the same relation to the brain as the bile to the liver.'

Of course he meant nothing so extravagant as the words

imply ; and he afterwards declaimed that his meaning simply

was the meaning generally accepted respecting thought

as a function of the brain. But like Proudhon's famous

pistol shot

—

la propriete c'est le vol—the noise of this formida

startled the world. The essay was unhappily one unworthy

of such a man as Vogt : flippant and fi-agmentary, it coidd

only serve to exasperate, not to convince. "Nevertheless, so

ready were men's minds to be stirred on this subject, that

even this slight concussion hastened the general outbreak,

and Eudolph Wagner (May 1853) wrote a letter to the
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newspapers, confessing that ho discontinued the publication

of his Physioloijische Briefe because of the ' uproai* and

disgust ' excited by his denunciation of Materialism, and

by his unpopular views on the relations of Faith and Know-

ledge.

The uproar continued, and in 18ot Wagner declared his

intention of discussing the question of a ' special soul

substance ' at the Giittingen Congress of physiologists. The

challenge was gladly accepted by Ludwig ; and Congress was

alive with expectation. But Wagner was either too unwell

to attend, or, as opponents aver, shrank from the discussion.

At anj" rate it was quite clear that he would have found

small support :
* The reader may form a conception of the

intellectual tendencies of men of science on this question

when he reflects on the fact that among five hundred

persons present, not one single voice was raised in favour of

the spiritualistic philosophy.' *

In the same year Wagner appealed to the wide jiublic in

an essay on Faith and Knowledge (Olauhen und Wiggcu), in

which he declared that in matters of Faith he thought with

the poorest charcoal-burner, but in matters of Knowledge he

adopted all the results of science." Vogt was roused. He
replied in a terrible pamphlet :

' The Creed of a Charcoal-

burner versus Science ' (Kiihlenjlavhe inul Wissenschaft, 1855).

This was succeeded by Biichner's famous ' Matter and Force

'

{Kraft und Sloff), which rapidly ran through seven or eight

editions, and was for a time the ' best abused ' book in

Europe. Soon afterwards came Czolbe's Netie Darstellung des

iSemmiligmus, which may be called the Sysleme de la Nature of

the nineteenth century. I cannot here enumerate the books

and pamphlets which appeared on this subject ; much less

give any exposition of their views. It is enough to note the

fact of the conflict, because even the most considerable

opponents of Materialism, such as Wagner, Lotze, and Fichte,

were quite willing to discuss the question on purely scientiflc

* Deutsche Museum, edited by riiuTz, 1804, No. 47.
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grounds : and if they oppose the materialist school, it was
because they saw, and I think justly saw, the failure of that

school to give a satisfactory solution either of cosmical or

psj'cliical problems.

The intellectual ferment was beneficial. The materialists

claimed and received a wide-spread sympathy in their efforts

to root out the lingering Scholasticism, which obstructed

Science, and prevented the elaboration of a true Philosophy.

They, were applauded also for their resistance to official

orthodoxy and compromise. They pointed to the vanity of

ontological systems, and called upon men to enter fearlessly

on the path of objective inquiry. They popularised many of

the results of Science. It was a great gain to the majority,

even of scientific men, and still more of philosophers, to leam,

as they learned from Dubois-Reymond* and Molescbott,

that Force was not an Entity which ruled passive Matter, but

that ' both were abstractions from things, each completing

the other, each presupposing the other.' Force being the

dj'uamical aspect of Matter, as Matter is the statical aspect

of Force.

But while the public, impatient of Metaphysics, sym-

pathised with this spirit, and applauded its revolutionary

fervour, cautious, circumspect men of science could not

but object to a rough-and-ready mode of settling intricate

questions, which left all the essential difficulties untouched.

They felt that only a first step had been taken in getting rid

of the metaphysical entities ; and that not much advantage

was gained when these were re^jlaced by mere phrases.

It is the sense of unexplained difficulties which keejjs

many scientific minds from adopting Materialism, even when

they sympathise with the leadiiig pui-pose of the materialists.

We need but a more thorough application of the biological

Method to di&close that the materialist view is quite as im-

perfect as the spiritualist view. If the hypothesis of a spirit

is merely the introdiiction of a misleading phrase, which

» Di'nois-RETMONT> ; Untcrsuchtngcn uher Ihkrischc Ekctriciidt, 1S4S, i. 38.

VOL. II. 3
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pretends to explain the phenomena bv naming thorn, not

less uuphilosophical is the introduction ofthe famous formula

respecting the brain as the organ of the mind, unaccompanied

by any clear statement of what an * organ ' is, or what is in-

c'uded under the complex t<?rm ' mind.' If ' mind ' is the

collective name for a large group of functions, sensitive, emo-

tive, intellective, and acti»e, Biolo ^y must reject altoget^'cr the

exclusive assignment of these functions to the brain, and

must declare that to call the brain ' the organ of the mind '

is about as legitimate as to call the heart ' the organ of life.'

If the brain is regarded simply as one of the factors in

mental manifestations, the most important it may be, then

Biology demands that the mechanism be displayed, and that

the cerebral processes on which mental actions depend be

exhibited in s«ime such orderly connection as that which dis-

plays the part played Ijy the intestinal canal in digestion, or

the osseous and muscular structures in locomotion. Has any

one done this ? No one has attempted it. Materialism is

powerful in as fur as it invokes the Methods of Science, and

proclaims the old scholastic habits of thought unsnited to

our age. The sympathy it has excited, in spite of its narrow-

ness, is a sign of the times ; and when we couple with it the

visible decay of all metaphysical systems, and the visible ex-

tension of Science, we cannot doubt that in Gennany also

the Positive Pliilosophy must ere long prevail, being as il

is the only system which can embrace all tendencies and

furnish a homogeneous doctrine of the World, Society,

and Man.

Nor are the signs less hopeful in England. An impatience

of Metaphysics has long existed—an impatience not always,

indeed, grounded on a clear recognition of the reasons which

justify it, but sustained by the observation of repeated faihire

on the part of Metaphysics, and of increasing success on the

part of Positive Science. A painful degree of insincerity, and

an uneasy alacrity in catching at any compromise which may
for the nonce 'accommodate ' the radically incompatible con-
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elusions of Theology and Science, have always been, and con-

tinue to be, exhibited. Men wish to think, or wish the world

to believe they think, that both Theology and Science may be

true ; meanwhile they steadily refuse to give up Science, and

thus, at whatever cost to consistency, the tendency towards a

thorough adoption of the positive point of view is manifestly

growing. Metaphysic is out of court. Neither word nor

thing finds favour. Ferrier's Institutes of Metaphysics, one of

the .most remarkable books of our time, is like a lonely obelisk

on the broad flat plain : there are not even caii-ns beside it.

The one great metaphysician who has formed a school. Sir

William Hamilton, energetically disclaimed all the preten-

sions of Ontology, and devoted himself to the explanation of

the conditions of knowledge. His influence, aided by that of

Mr. Mansel and others, has been purely destructive. If

these distinguished writers are indisposed to adopt the posi-

tive point of view, they have at least efl'ectively prepared for

its future adoption by their demonstration of the futility of

metaphysical speculation.

Turning from the Hamiltonian school to the thinker who
has exercised the deepest and widest influence on our genera-

tion, Mr. Stuart Mill, we see an unmistakable illustration of

the tendency of English thought to set aside theological and

metaphysical explanations as no longer in harmony with

present knowledge. Mr. Mill is a declared adherent of the

Positive Philosophy : though not regarding that Philosophy

as by any means perfect, nor disposed to accept every conclu-

sion put forward by Comte, he has recognised the truth of

the leading principles, and has largely contributed to their

diffusion. It is characteristic of our condition that to the

vast body of cultivated Englishmen his Logic has sufficed for

all their instruction in Philosophy. The very celebrity of

that work absolves me from further notice of it in this rapid

sketch. Nor is it necessary to do more than mention his

very remarkable Examination of the Philosophy of Sir W.
Hamilton, which in many ways must help the education of

our countrymen. The republication of his father's Analysis

3 c 2
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of the Humnn Mhul, with abundant annotations by himself,

Professor Bain, Mr. Groto, and Mr. Findlater (1869), has

been a real service to Ps^-ohology. The clear and penetra-

ting intellect of Janios Mill is shown to great advantage in

this work ; while many shortcomings and errors of the

Analysig are rectified in the annotations, so as to make the

book a good representative of the Association School of

Psj'chology.

Another eminent thinker of the positive school is Professor

Bain, who has restricted himself to Psychology, but whose

writings disijlay a thorough mastery of scientific Method, and

a familiarity with nil the sciences. In The Stmses and the In-

iellcct (:?rd edit., IROr,), in The Emoliom ami the Will (Srd

edit., 1868). and in the Loffic : JuduHlve and Drductive (1870),

he has availed hinist-lf of much that has been discovered re-

specting the nervous mechanism, and has interpreted it by

the light of patient psychological analysis. His j)ages are

rich in informtition and 8uggestit»n. No one has more suc-

cessfully exhibited the evolution of intellect even in the

earliest phenomena of sensation : in Sensibility he discloses

the germ of Discrimination, and in Discrimination the germ
of all Cognition. Nor has anyone throwli such steady light

upon the nature of voluntary movements, and the physio-

logical process on which they depend.

It is a matter of regret to me that my space will not admit

a fuller account of these works, which assuredly will mark
our epoch ; but I may point to one general conclusion bear-

ing on my present argument, and it is this : The one

department of inquiry still in favour which belonged of

old to Metaphysics is the department of Psychology, and
in this the only cultivators who have a large following are

positive thinkers, namely, Professor Bain and Mr. Herbert

Spencer.

The last-named writer is one daily rising into wider

influence. In spite of the internecine warfare between his

principles and the theological and metaphysical principles

officially admitted, even antagonists are compelled to admit
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the force and clearness of his genius, the extent and jiro-

fundity of his scientific knowledge. It is questionable

whether any thuiker of finer calibre has appeared in our

country ; although the future alone can determine the posi-

tion he is to assume in History. At present he is too close

to us for an accurate estimate ; and, moreover, to this end his

system should be before us in its entirety, whereas only two

liarts— First Principles (18()2) and The Principles of liioloyy

(1864-7) and the first volume of the Principles of Psi/cholof/y—
have as yet appeared.* He alone of British thinkers has

organised a System of Philosophy. Seeing that he adopts

the positive Method, is thoroughly imbued with the positive

spirit, and constructs his system solely out of the positive

sciences, one cannot but raise the question, What is his

relation to the Positive Philosophy P This question becomes

the more pertinent because Mr. Spencer has on several

occasions expressed his dissent from Comte's views, some-

times indeed exaggerating the amount of difference in vin-

dicating his unquestionable originality, and implying an

antagonism which does not exist. Even if I thought Mr.

Spencer always in the right where he opposes Comte (and I

am very far from thinking so), T should still claim him as a

puissant ally of the Positive Philosophy, which is something

greater than Comte—being the product of all History. This

Philosophy will undergo many and important modifications
;

the whole tendency of Molecular Physics as now cultivated

is one which must finally introduce such modifications. Mi-.

Spencer may impress on its details imjjortant changeSj but

he will nevertheless no more disturb the integrity of the

Positive Philosophy than Schwann by his ceU-theory, or

Dubois-Reymond by his discovery of the muscular currents,

disturbed the integrity of Biology. Comte was the first to

create that Philosoj^hy, as Bichat created Biolog}' : successors

may gradiially displace many of the provisional ideas out of

* Mr Spexcer's other -works are &cial fftofics (I80I), Principles of Psycho!ogy
{18.5.>), two volumes of Essaj/s, a small volume on Education, and a pamphlet ou

Th" Classification of the Sciences.
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which these creations were formed, but the Method and the

general structure will remain unaltenible.

Mr. Spencer is unequivocally a positive philosopher, how-

ever he may repudiate being considered a disciple of Comte.

His object is that of the Positive Philosophy— namely, the

organisation into a harmonious Doctrine of all the highest ge-

neralities of Science by the application of the positive Method,

and the complete displacement of Theology and Metaphysics.

The peculiar character he impresses on it by his thorough

working out in detail of the Law of Evolution, a law which

Schelling said was the peculiar creation of Modem Thought,

and which the Germans have worked out with great success

in almost every direction, constitutes a real claim to our

admiration ; but the Positive Philosophy will absorb all his

discoveries, as it will absorb all future discoveries made on its

Method and in its spirit ; rejecting certain a priori and teleo-

logical tendencies which he sometimes manifests, and dis-

regarding his failures as it disregards the failures of Comte

and every other seeker.

Am I claiming too much for the Positive Philosophy in

claiming for it whatever the future may produce ? To claim

it for Comte would indeed be preposterous ; but to claim

it for that Philosophy which it is Comte's immortal glory to

have extricated from the products of all the past, is only to

claim it for Humanity.
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Boyle, Robert, his friendship with .Spi-

noza, ii. 180

Brain, independence of the organs of

Sense of the, ii. 357. Dogmas as to

what it is not, 392. Gall's view of

the importance of tho brain's convo-

lutions, 433. M.Dareste's researches,

451. Gall's comparative anatomy of

the, 418
Broussais, his view of diseases, ii. 426.

How he regarded phrenology, 431

Bruno, Giordiano, his writings, ii. 92.

Notice of him, 92. Becomes a Do-
minican friar, 93. Doubts the mystery
of transubstantiation, 93. Attacks
Aristotle's authority, 93. Flies from
the cloister, 94 His open dissidence,

96. Goes to Geneva, 96. And sub-

sequently to Paris, 97. His popularity

there, 97. In England, 98. His wit

combat at Oxford, 99. His lectures

there, 100. His public disputation at

Paris, 100. In Germany, 101. Do-

fends Satan, 101. E.xcommuuicatcd,

101. At Frankfort, 102. And at

Venice, 102. Tried before the In-

quisition, 102. .Submits to the Church,

103. Transferred to a Roman prison,

104. ExcoMinmnieated, and sentenced

to be burned alive. 104. His martyr-

dom, 105. His philosopliy, 107. His
works, 107, 111. His merits, 108,

109. His creed, 109. His views

respecting God, 110. Analysis of his

'Spaccio,' 113, 114

CABANIS. PIERRE JEAN
GEORGES, career of, ii. 386.

Commencement of the Biological

Method in the work of, 387. His
conception of a possible Psycliology,

387, 388. His survey of human
organism compared with tliat of

animals, 390. His inquiry into the

relations existing between moral and
physical conditions, 391. Popidarily

of his work, 392. His ambiguous
language, 393

Caliphs of Bagdad, their inquiries for

manuscripts, ii. 36
Carneades, i. 367. In Rome, 368
Categories, Aristotle's arrangement of

the, 1. 304
Causality, Algazzali's argument against,

ii. 57
Causation, Hume's doctrine of, antici-

pated by Locke, ii. 261. Hume's
theory of, 337. Perhaps borrowed it

ft-oni "Hobbes, 338
Cause, Final, the starting of Leibnitz,

ii. 273
Chemistry found to be dangerous, ii. 87

Cliristiauity, its struggle with Xeo-Pla-
tonism, i". 380, 381

Church, its opposition to Literature and
.Science, ii. 4. Causes of this, 5

Cicero, influence of Greek philosophy

on the Dialogues i. 379
Classification, Plato's opinion on, i. 237

CoUrus, Jean, his biography of Spinoza,

ii. 164
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Colour, Arlffotles idea as fo. i. 329.

Views of the ancients, 330 note

Combt', Gco'ge, his iniprorenicnts in

the nomenclature of the theory of

Plirono'opv. ii. 43,5

Common Sense, Bishop Berkeley ami, ii.

297. Causes producing the reaction

of, 398 Questionable tenets in the

philosophy of, 399
Comte,.\Hpuste, compares the hj'polliesis

of Gall with thpt of Uesi-arte's, ii. 425.

And with Broussjiis, 426. 8ketch of

his life and career, 654. His friendship

with Poinsot and Do Blainville, 656.

Private seeietary to Casiniir Pi^rier,

656. Goes over to St. Simon, 667.

Their open nipture, 660. Ilis mar-
riape. 061. Ilis lectures, 663. At-
tacked by insjinity, 663. His works,

6 J8. Ilis reasons for not joining tl e

National Guartl. 609. Beocimcs easy

in his ciri-nmslunces, 670. Abstain."

from reading. 670. His method of

coinpusition. 670. A pupil's rc.oUec-

tions of him, 671. His separation

from his wife, 676. Priven from his

official position, 676. Receives as-

sislance from Knglaiid, 677. Mietg
Madame Clotilde de Vaux, 678.

Her ilwith, 678. Obiwlions taken to

him, 680. His second attack of in-

sanity, 681. His I'«lili(fiie potiliir,

68.3." His Cat;i -. 685.

The Si/nllie»r Dr.
Robinet's ske.. i,686.

Criticisms of bis i. . i^- . >, . ...-.s. .Ac-

count of the Positive I'hilo.mphy, 089.

The famous fni drf tmU italt, 715.
I'oinis assailing the integrity of
Conite's doctrine, 724. The pla<-e he
gives to Psychology, 724. Transfor-
mation of philosophy into religion,

735
Conceptualism, ii. 29, 30. Favour with
which it is regarded, 30

Condillae, Etienno Bonnot, Abb* de,

his life and works, ii. 348. Influence
of Madlle. Fermnd over his specu-
lations, 349. His works, 349. His
pjstem. 349. His remarks on Lwke,
350. IIow sensation transforms itself

into all the faculties of the mind,
362. Objections to his system, 352.
Peculiarity in his ST.stem, 355. His
gei:esis of the faculties, 350. His
systematic error, 356. His theory of
the origin of knowledge, 360. His
exceptional merits, 362. His belief
in tlic spirituality of the soiJ discre-
dited, 363

Consciousness, i. 373. Conscion.sncss

the basis of all truth, according to

Descartes, ii. 144, 145. Berkeley's

analysis of the facts of Conscious-
nejis, 303, 311. Brown on a duplicate

consciousness, 311. The Mc.apliy-
sicians and Biologists on, 336.

Thrown over by Schelling, 585
CosmologA-, Rational, i. Iviii. Mr. Man-

sell's oxaminalioii of, Ix.

Cournot, M., his work, ii. "47

Cons in,Victor, his remarks on Descartes'

Method, ii. 147. His criticism of

Locke's philosophy, 266. lixnniples

of his unfairness and shallowness,

266. His philosophy, 746,

Cranioscopy, ii. 426, 427, 441, 446,

447
Crent'on. Hegel's notion of the, ii. 626
Croton, formiilion of the Secret Society

of Pythiigoras at, i. 24
Cynics, the, i. 187. Origin of the name,

188. Their doctrine, 191, 194
Cyrenaics, the, i. 182

D<T5MON nf ,'iocratos, question of

the, i. 174
Darevte, M. C'amille, his researches as

to the convolutions of the brnin, ii.

451

Darius, letter of Hernclitas fo, i. 68
Darwin, Krnsmus, life of, ii. 374. His

works, 374. His ' sensorial motions,'

874
Dt trihut ImpoKlnrihvt, the imaginary

work, ii. 67", 68 nute

Deductive Method, its equal importance
with the Inductive overlook<d by
Boron, ii. 135. Descartes' system,

142. Application of the Method, 151.

Is the Melluxl true? 155
Definiiinns the basis of all philosophy,

i. 236
Definition, how regarded bj' Aristotle, i.

304
Deity, conversation of Socrates and

Aristodemus the Little respecting

the, i. 168
Delium. .derates in the flight at, i. 135
Deniocritus, i. 96. His claim to tho

title of Laugher, 97. His travels

and learning, 97. Uis philosophy,

98
Descartes, regarded (with Bacon) as tho

father of Jfoflern Philosophv, ii. 115.

Their reseroMance, 116, n9, 147,

148. His opposition to Theology,

116. His philosophy, 116-119. No-
tice of his life, 139. His first works,

141. His Method, 142. Vital por-

tion of his system, 145. Under-
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values Induc'tiou, 149. FonteutUus
parallel between Descartes and
Newton, Inl. Application of his

Method, 151. Is the Method true?

155

Dialectics, Zcno's inrention of, i. 60.

Plato's, 238-240. Of the Alexan-
drian School, 387

Diogenes of ApoUouia, i. 10. His
tenets, 11

Diogenes of Sinope, i. 189. His cha-

racteristics, 190, 193. Anecdotes of

him. 193
Dionysius I., Tyrant of Syracuse, his

treatment of Plato, i. 205
Discovery, Bacon's value of facts as

means of, ii. 132

Disputation, art of, taught by the So-

phists, i. 113. Greek fondness for,

1 14. The art of, among the Scholas-

tics, ii.

Dogmatists, Algazzali's class of the, ii.

53. Aim of the, according to him,

53
Dualism, question of, ii. 314. DiflBcul-

ties of. 313
Duly, the idea of, according to Fichte,

ii! 574

Jj'ARTH, rotation of the, proclaimed

J by Bruno, ii. 96
Eclecticism in France, ii. 746
Ecliptic, Anaximcnes said to have dis-

covered the obliquity of the, i. 9

Ecstasy, the, of Plotinus, the intellec-

tual intuition of ScheUing, ii. 577,

581
Eleatics, the, i. 39. Belief of the, 51

Eloquence, the first written treatise on,

according to Aristotle, i. 89. Im-
portance of, according to the Sophists,

114, 125

Emanation, doctrine of, according to the

Alexandrian School, i. 399

Empedoclcs, place occupied by, i. 86,

91. Passage in Aristotle respecting

him, 86. Period in which he

flourished, 89. Fables as to his

death, 90. Uncertainty as to his

teachers and writings, 90. His phi-

losophy, 92-96
Empiricism, remarks of Hegel respect-

ing, ii. 631

England, state of philosophy in, ii. 754

Epicureans, the, i. 346. Origin of the

Epicurean psychology and physics,

351
Epicurus, i. 346. His Garden, 347.

His works, 348. His sj^stem. 349

Epistates, the, of Athens, i. 137

Error, the four sources of, according to

Bacon, ii. 128
Essences, Locke's recognition of the

Schohistie error respectin ;, ii. 252
Euclid, i. 178, 179. Outline of his

doctrine, 180. His dialee ics 180
Evil, Platonic theory respecting the

nature of, i. 265
Excomnmnication, form of a Jewish,

quoted, ii. 167
Exi.stence, Plato's views as to, i. 241.
And as to the seat of Existence,
254

Experience, what it is, i. xev. Defini-

tion and explanation of the sense in

which Experience is legitimately

held, c. How far Necessary Truths
are capable of reduction to Experi-
ence, ci. Dr. WhewoU's Definition

of, cvii. Mr. Mansell's, cviii. Equi-
valent, according to Aristotle, to

induction, 296. Compared with art,

296. What it is, according to

Hobbes, ii. 238. And according to

Kant, 481. What does Experience
include? 521

Experiment, Roger Bacon's view of the
necessity o', ii. 86. Oppo.sed by the
Metaphysicians snd Theologians. 87.

Bacon could not teach the experi-

me-ital method, 121

FACTS, real meaning to be assigned

to, i. xxxvii. Antithesis between
Facts and Theory, i. xxxvii.

Faculties, classification of the, of

Avieenna, ii. 42
Fetichism, source of, in children and

savages, i. xli.

Fichte, Johann Gottlieb, life of, ii. 546.

His cliaraeter, 547, 552. Becomes
acquainted w ith the writings of Kant,
548. Publishes his Critique, 550.

The chair of Philosophy given to him
at Jena, 550. Charged with atheism,

551. At Erlangen and at Berlin, 551.

His death, 552. His system, 556-558.

His Idealism, 558, 570. Application

of his Idealism, 570. His philosophy

of history, 573
Fieino, Marsilio, forms a school of

Platonists, ii. 89. His Latin trans-

lation of Plato, 89
Final Causes, Spinoza on, quoted, ii.

207
Fire, the i.px'h of all things, according

to Horaclitus, i. 72

Fischer, Kuno, on Leibnitz's Pre-estab-

lished Harmony hypothesis, 278, 279.

Review of the whole of Kant's
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Kritik, 503. His porsUtont eflort to

make out Kant's idealism. .ilS

Fontonelle, his psrallrl U-tHi-en Des-

cartes and Newton, ii. 161

Force, according to Leibnitz, ii. 27-4.

275
Form, distinction between Matter and,

i. 317; ii. 28. Tlie principle of

Privation, the contrary of, i. 319.

Doctrine of AbeUrd, ii. 28

France, opposition in. to the positive

spirit, ii. 'H- Ecleclicism in,

"*®

Franciscans, their jealousy of Bacons

labours, ii. 78. Their power, 79

GALL, FnANCI.'^ JO.SKPH, life

of, ii. 412. His (rmat work, 412.

His observations on the sknll un'l

brain, 412. 413. His views, 4I.'I.

His dis.M|.le. Spurzhi-im, 413. His

phrenolopinil hyi«>iheMs, 413. Joini

.Spurzheim in a tour through »ii-r-

miiny and Switwrland, 4I.'i. Their

Miniiiire prewntol to the Institute nf

France, 41.i. H.m.iil.ll.J by <!all,

415. Quarrels with Spurihi-im, and

»«'j>arates fpjm him, 41.1. His ileiilh

and form of bis skull, 41.'i. His

ciintribulions to viince, 41,5. 42.3.

An'.ij":'-™ "f ri..ur..!i.. 419. 420.

H " '''hiRy

« . 123.

(; 1 nee,

4-j:). Ill- |.i,\-:..i.,jy ..I uir brain

erroneous, 428. His Aniituiiii/ ami

429. A] ' <3I.

His crii L-ists,

437, 43.S 'lypo-

thesis, 4;f'.» i •» "f

Faculty and of '

Genera and spcci. -pute

as to the niiture ..I. :i .'

I

Geognipbical maps, invention of, attri-

buted to Anaximander of Miletui, i.

14

Goimetry, Anaximander'* problems in,

i. 14. Plaf.-''- virw r,f. 204
Germiiny.

I

. in, in favour

of the). 1. 749
Gerson, !-• nlalation of

AIpfltra^;al^ 1,_\ |
•.ili.-Ms. i. 48

Glanvill, his ,Sc/'/ww fii^ntijiia, ii. 338

God, Anaximandir's idea of, i. l.i.

Xenophanes' belief in, 40. A'cimling

to Herarliius, 72. The Platonic

ideas of, 264, 270. And arpiment
proving his existence, 266. Philo's

tlieologj-, 382. Thology of the Alex-

andrian School, 3'JO, 392. ."^pinnzn's

tlire.foH nature of God, 397. Tlie

Alexandrian doctrine of Kmnnution,
899. Bruno's views respecting, ii.

110. Descartes' demonstration of

the existence of, 151, 152. Change
which has come over German philo-

sophy, ii. 7.'>0

Gods, the life of the, according to Plato,

i. 253. 254
Oovcriiiiient, views of Socrates on the

science of, i. 144

I

Gramtnar, Isidore of Seville's book on,

i ii. 68

I
Greeks, distinguishing peculiarity of

I
the, i. 1. Tlieir scientific imjuiries

I

the fuunlntion of our scientific know-
le<lgi., 2. Cuntrasl Ixiween iho

]

prugnss of (.ire»-ian and the station-

I iiriiii'ss of .\siatic thought, 2. Coin-

I

cidenre i.f the dawn of scientific

»pe<ulal)on in Gri'ece with the great

nli^ious miiviment in the Fa.st, 3.

Tendency of Greece to Monotheism,
3. Opinions of the early Oreolc

' thinkirs, i rl neq. Fondness of the

!
Greeks for litigation and disputation,

1 14. Comlition of the Greeks in the

time of Ztno llie ,Sloic, 355. Influ-

I

encc of their philosinihy over Rome,
' 379. I':fr>rl of the influx of Greek
' influence, ii. 89

I

Grossetele, Robert. Bishop of Lincoln,

I
his insurgent spirit, ii. 78. Hisfricnd-

I

ship for Roger Bacon, 78

HAPPINESS, Epicurus' view of, i.

349
Hartley, David, life of, ii. 306. His

prini'iple of Association, 366, 374.

His system. 367
Han'ev, bis remark on Bacon's works on

.Soi..n.v, ii. 122

Hi-aring, Aristotle's views respecling

the s.-nsi' of, i. 332
Hiwt, Hegel's notions respecling, ii.COO

Hebrews, period of the estublishment

of th<' monotheism of the, i. 3

Hegel. O. F. W., his life, ii. 587-689.

His works, ,'>87-589. His friendship

with O.Mthe and .'xhillir. 688. His

death, 589. Hism<thod,589. General

acceptance of his ideas, 689. His

absolute idealism, 595. Worthless-

ni-88 of his method when dealing with

History or with Nature, 600. His
treatment of Newton, 600. His
ideas re(;nrding the earth and heat,

600. Respiting races, 601. And
of lone in music, 601. His
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logifi, 602. His h^slom ralhor Piiti-

logisnj tlian Panthoism, 619. His
philosophy of Nature, 621. His four

prcat moments of history, 624. His
Philosophy of lielujion, 62.5. His
notion of the Creation, 626. His
Moments, 627. Criticism of Hegel,

627. Difficulties of his style, 628.

And of Seeing his argument as

seen by him, 629. Can we accept the

Logic as an organon of discovery?

G'.id. Sources of his error, 638,

639
Hcloise and Abelard, ii. 18. Her self-

abnegation, ii. 20-22
HelvetiUs, trick played upon him by the

alchemist, ii. 1H3

Hemerobaptistje, the, ii. 70
Heraclitus, i. 66. Events of his life,

67. His philoi^ophy, 68

Heresy, meaning of the word, ii. 6 note

Uermias, ruler of Atarneus, his friend-

ship for Aristotle, i. 281. His as-

sassination, 281

History, Isidore of Seville's view of,

quoted, 68, 69 Twte. Application of

Hegel's method to, ii. 600
Hobbes, Thomas, his writings, ii. 229.

His view of Psychology, 230. His
position in the History of Philosophy,

230. His new of the Imagination,

233, 23o. His materialism, 234. His
view of Memory, 235

Homer compared with Xenophanes, i. 42
Homceomerisp, the, i. 78. Origin of the

word, 78 note

Horace, influence of Greek philosophy

on, i. 379
Horus, Bishop of Lyons, his denuncia-

tion of Seotus Erigena, ii. II

Humanity, fundamental idea which it

has to realise, ii. 574. The entire

life of, 675
Hume, David, his doctrine of Causation

anticipated by Locke, ii. 261. His
remarks on Berkeley's hypothesis,

314. His origin and career, 325.

His works, 326. His scepticism, 327.

His psycliology, 333. His theory of

Causation, 337. Reasonings of his

antagonists, 338, 339

IBN-GEBIROL (or Avicebron), his

Fans Vilre. 63

Ide.is, Platonic theory of, i. 244,

259. Aristotle's opposition to the

Ideal Theory, 292, 294. Criteria of

the trulh of. according to Descartes,

ii. 156. The doctrine of Innate Ideas

not held by Descartes, 159, 160.

Locke's inquiry into Innate Ideas. 249,
253. The .Subjective Mel hod carried
to its extreme results in Pantheistic
Idealism, 162. The sources of all

our i<leas, according to Locke, 255.
Elemental of Idealism iu Locke, 258.
Berkeley's Idealism, 297, 302. The
arguments of Idealism carried out
into Scepticism, 325. Hume's doc-
trines, 315. What is the cause of
our ideas 't 320. Locke's two sources

of ideas, 350. Idealism helping to

produce the reaction of Common
Sense, 398. The domain and function

of Ideas according to Kant, 513.
His resistance to the accusation of
Idealism, 543. Fichte's Idealism,

558. Application of it, 570. The
Idealism of Scheliing, 578. Hegel's
Absolute Idealism, 595

Idols, the four, of Bacon, ii. 128

Imagination, how treated by .\ristotlo,

i. 325. Hobbes's view of the, ii.

233. Effect of, on the human body,
424

Impressions, hypothesis of, the Acade-
micians, i. 371

Induction, employment of, by Socrates

and by Bacon, i. 162. Aristotle's

Experience equivalent to, 296. One
of the two great instruments of

Aristotle's logic, 307. Bacon re-

garded as the originator of tlie In-

ductive method, ii. 121. His descrip-

tion and exemplification of Indueliou,

130. Causes which led him to over-

look the equal importance of Deduc-
tion and Induction, 134, 135

Infinite .'Vll, Anaximander's idea of,

i. 15

Instances, prerogative, Bacon's, ii. 132
Intelligence, power of, according to

Anaxagoras, i. 79
Intuitional Ilea.son, what is meant by,

i. liv.

Intuition according to Kant, ii. 512
Intuition, Intellectual, of Sehelling, ii.

577
Ionian school, distinctive characteristic

of the, in its first period, i. 6

Isa ben Zara, his translations of Ari-
stotle, ii. 35

Isaak, the Nestorian, his translations of

Aristotle, ii. 35
Isidore of Seville's Elymohc/iaritm, ii. 68
Islamism, its opposition to philosophy,

ii. 59
Israeli, Isaac, on Alpetragius' hypo-

thesis, ii. 48
Italy, present condition of philosophy

in, ii. 748
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JEWS, lliclr importaiico in liisspmlnat-

inp Iwiniing and si-icnoo in Kurofn',

ii. afi. Tlitfir part as ihiiikfrx, 63.

Their wrviccs to philosophy, 63. And
to ,.9pul«r culturt', 64. A Jewish

curea on Spiniaa, 169-'71

John of S lisbiTV, hin slricturen on the

lopcal ."ollies of his age, ii. 31

Jouffroy, Tliomas, his p'lilowiphy, ii.

746
Justieo, Plato's throry of, i. 272

KAAON, ri. nmarks on Plnlo'g ides

of, i. 267
Kant, Imniiuiucl, life of, ii. 445. Ilia

prediction of the existence of the

planrt I'ranus, I i« Wr:fi'.» the

Cn que of P/c Il»

d.fccU, 4.'»6. 4 : 4.'>7.

Criticism of tin- A ' '. A21.

M'xll' of dtudvilli: linn li'.ii The
critical philo^.pliy. 46(t. His Method,

461, 46:t. Ilia vii '.v .f tli. r. v..lution

h« cfl'cotrtl in
I'

Mis

dix-.rino iif the win
over Niitun", ION Mveon

liim and Iluiin', I ' rin' pre-

liminary posi.ions, 47". All judg-

monts analytic or Mnthclic, 474.

Charicter of univiTNility, 476, 477.

ExptTtcnce aciiinlm^ to Kant, 480,

His Tii'wx at I" I'l' - . , - ,.r Know-
l.di:.-, 485. H. . - 'W-
triiie. 491-4y:i I I l>y

his doctrine. .')! mis-

take, .')'".i. In »h.i' -u-i did he

unilemtand ihu Menial l-'i.rrns? A28.

Fiindat.ienlal errors of his sjsti'm,

611-545
Kepler, his optical view-i. ii. 41

T.0 r

Knowledp' I '•• aim of, i.

xxxii. T: l%v. .'Vienco

how di.«t III Common
Knowlcilge, Ixixviii. Empe<locle»'

view of, 92. Deiii'«Tifu»' opinion, 98.

Soxius Kmpirinis' "laicme.il of r'i>-

tap>raa" Relativitv of Uniriaii Kn-iw-
leiL-e, 122. Plato's vi.*- of the

problem of human knowledge, 257.

Qiiest'on between the Stoics and
Sceptics of what criterion ll ere is

of the truth of Knowledge, 370.

Causes of the opi i ii'o of the

Church '.0 pro ine Knowlwlge, ii. 5.

Ilolibes's view, 237. I>ukc's in-

quiries into the ' original, cer ainty,

and extent of hum n k. owlcdge,' 218.

In p )rtant advan < made by Locho
respecting the origin of Knowledge,

2.i4. Epignim of Leibnitz, 254.

Locku's statement of what it is, 263.
Berkeley's iuouiry into the nature of

human knowledge. 303. Coiidillnc'8

theory, 3flO. Kant's five fundamentiil
proivwiliont as to the sources of
knowledge, 485

I'

ATKST schcmntism, Bacon's, ii. 130,
J 131

Laugher, Democritus' title of the, i.

97
Lawsuits, fondness of the Qroeks for,

i. 114

Learning, the Revival of, ii. 89
Leibnitz, his obligations to liruno, ii.

109. His epignim respecting the

origin of knowleilge, 251 Icispiretl

li»- the metaphysical spirit, 272.
Endeavours to reconcile Sc-ienco with

Theolog}-, 273. His views respi'Cting

S.ilwiaiice, 273. His notion of the

haniiony of the IkkIv and soul in

Sf-nsntion, 277. His Pre-established

Hamionv liypolhesis, 278. Succeeds

where Hegil fails to tlml a I'irst

Principle. "JSS. His lulminilion for

Ixx-ke, 28H. Heal fon-e of his ihcM.ry,

292. His antagonism with Lrjcke,

291 'I *•?.

Light, Aristotle's view as to, i. 328.

Telesio's view, 329 nnle

Literntun-, opposition of the Church to,

ii. 4

Locke, John.life of, ii. 239. His Bttidjr

of medicine, 240. His visits to the

Continent, 240. His Fjitay, 241.

Remarks on the spirit of his writings,

242. And on his .Method. 246. His

Inrjuir)- into Tnnat.' Idi'iis. 249, 2.i3.

Elements of Mealisin and .S<-..pticism

in I^n-ke, 2.J8. Anticipates Hume's
d'Ktrineof Cniisation. 261. His critics,

265. Aniau'onism of his views with

those of I^ibnilz, 291 et tri/. Con-
trasted with Berkeley, 327. Re-
marks of Condillao on his system,

351
Logic, Greek origin of, i. 2. Zeno of

Elea's invention of Dialectics, 60.

Inquiry into ,\ri«totle's, 301. Brought
forwanl by Abelanl as a power in

theological debate, ii. 22. Hegel's,

602
Ktryttt, the word, in the mystical systems,

i. 382
Love, the Formative Power, according

to Enipedoeles, i. 95
Love. Platonic, what it origiually meant

I and now nicims, i. 268
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MAHOJIMEDAXISM, origin of the

religious fKnatieismof, ii. 38
Mungiamele, the calculating boy, ii.

443-445
Man, assimilited to animals in Leib-

nitz's tlicoiy, ii. 286
Mansell, Mr., on the aim of Kational

Psychology, quoicrl, i. lix. His de-

finition of Experience, (]uoteil, cix.

His oxpo^ilion of the fallacy which
misleil Descartes, ii. 1,58

Maps, Anaxiraander's invention of, i.

14

Materialism, Hobbes'e, ii. 234. Present
position of, 750

Maternal love, relation existing between
pliysical conditions and, ii. 392

Mathematics, Greek origin of, '. 2

Mathematicians, the, i. 13

Matter, distinction between Form and,

i. 317. Doctrine of Abelard, ii. 28
Medicine, study of, forbidden by the

Dominicans, li. 87

Megarics, the, i. 178
Jleniory, Condillac's account of, ii. 362
Metaphysics, three grand dirisions of, i.

iviii. Parentof,lxxviii. Distinction be-

tween Potential and .\ctual in, Ixxxvi.

Aristotle's, 310. His four first prin-

ciples or causes, 313. His four dif-

ferent meanings of Substance, 316.

Distinction between Matter and Form,
317. The principle of Privation, the

contrary of Form, 319. The funda-

mental difficulty of Spinozism the

impossibility of Metaphysics, ii. 212.

Tlio fundamental mistiike of the Me-
taphysical Method, 212. Objection

to geometrical metaphysics, 213.

Leibnitz's metaphysical method, 274

Metaphysicians, difference between men
of science and, i. liv. Contrast be-

tween Mathematicians and, lvi.»o/c.

Speculations of, in the present day,

Irii

Metempsychosis, doctrine of, borrowed

by Phito, i. 266
Method, importance of, i. xxxi. The Ob-

jective and Subjective Methods, xxxi.,

xxxiii. Importance of, to Observation,

ii. 63. Instance of tlie loose way in

which the term Method is sometimes

e-nployed, 148 Application of Des-

cartes" Method, 151. Is it true? 155.

Hegel's invention of a new, 589

Middle Ages, scepticism of the, ii. 67.

The two epochs of the philosophy of

the, 68
Mignonette-boxes, the 'gardens of

Adonis ' a periphrasis for, i. 215

Miletus befuro the Persian invasion, i. 5

Mill, Mr. Stuart, his challenge answered,
i. Ixvii. His ob eclion to accept neces-

sities of Thought as necessities of
Things, Ixxvi. His strictures on the

dogm , cessnnle caiisii ccssat et aJTcctus,

ii. 347. His adherence to the Posi-
tive Philosophy, 709, 723

Mind, faculties of the, according to

Kai t, ii. 496
Moleschott, his views of Matter and

Fove, ii. 751
Monads, the true unities according to

Leibritz, ii. 274. Their operation

according to him 275
Monodynam-sm of Tie Greeks, i. 3

Morothoism of the Hebrews, and ten-

dency to, of the Greeks, i. 3. Tlie

Monot'ooism of Plato, 263
Morals Socrates' substitution of, for

Physics i. 142

Morteira, Saul Levi, his anxiety for his

pupil Spinoza, ii. 165 166. Whom
he sentences to excommunication,
167

Moslems, Algazzali's fo'T classes of
faithful, ii. 53

Motio.i, argument of Zeno of Elea as to,

i. 62
Music, story of Pythagoras' discovery

of the scale of, i. 25. Al-Fanbi's
works on, ii. 40. T! e Py 'lagorean

notion refuted by liim, 40
Mystics, the K6yot of the, i. 382. Their

scepticism, 383. Tl eir theology, 401

VTATURE, application of Hegel's me-
ll thod to, ii. 621, 649
Necessary Truths, nature of, i. xciv

Neo-Platonism, rise of, i.378. Its strug-

gles with Christianity, 380, 385. Doc-
trines of the school, 386. The doc-

trine of the immortality of the soul

according to the, ii. 100
Newton, Sir Isaac, Fontenelle's parallel

between Descartes and, ii. 151

Niklas, his assistance to Gall, ii. 413
Nominalism, dispute of, with Realism,

i. 242. Debates respecting, ii. 24.

The first advocate and martyr of,

Roscellinus, 25. Its antagonism wil h

Eealism, 26, 27. Condemnation of,

by the Church, 31. Occam's advo-

cacy of, 88

Noumena and Phenomena, i. 76
NoCj, the moving force of the Universe,

according to Anaxagoras, i. 79- How
distinguished by Phvtofrom the Stoio,

266 note. How treated by Aristotle,

325. The Divine Mind of the Alex-
andrian School, 393
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Numliors, as the prin.-iples of things,

apcorvling to the Pvthagorfan doc-

trine, i. 28. Aristotle on this doc-

trine quoted, 36, 37

OBJECWT; Method, i. xxxiii. In

what its se«.'urity consists, uxix.

Con^risted with the Subjivlive Me-

thod, il., xli., xlv. lllustnitions of

this, xli. Institute*! by both Bacon

und Descartes, ii. I IS

Observation, impotence of, when un-

directed bv a true Method, ii. 65

Occam, William of, ii. 8". 88. Oive*

the death-blow to Scholasticism, 88.

His philowphy. 88
Olilentmrg, Henry, his friendship for

Spinoza, ii. 18U

One, the, of the Pvthngoreani, i. 37.

Of Euclid, 180

Oifonl, Bruno's witty epithet for the

University of, ii. 99

P.VNTIIEI.SM, tendency towards, in

(iermany, ii. •'>77. Keproduced

there. ft77

Puris, the Athens of Scholastic philuao-

phy, ii. 9

Parmcnides. i. 60. Ch/iractcrisfioi of

his philosophy. 51. The central

point of his system, .'>2-5.'i. Dis-

tinction between him and Mclissus,

57
Parr, Dr., his error as to Ilrtrtlev's work,

ii. 366
Perception,proce«» of,liy which we see the

unappami details, i. xxxvi. Closely

allie<l to Raliucinaiion. xxxvi, Demo-
critus' hypothesis in ixpliination of,

100. View of, in Arisloilc's Vf
AniniS.3'2'i. A tale of consi-iousnefs

according to the Academician-*, 373.

The uclual process of p<T>'eplion, ii.

358. Reitl's theory. 4il6. 407
Peripatetics, origin of the name, i. 284.

Tendency of the writings of the schix)!,

298
Phantasm, or Appearance, according to

the Stoics, i. 359
Phenomena and Noumena, i. 75. Plato's

theories as to Phenomena and Ideas,

263
Philo of Alexandria, i. 380, 381. Uis

Neo-Platoni'im. 381. Outline of bis

Theology, 382
Philosopher, iuTentioD of the word, i.

22
Philosophvt Antijdidactiu, summary of

the, ii. 48, 49

Philosophy; Pikst Epocu : Its separa-

tion from Theoloj»v. and attempt to

afford a rational explanation of cosmi-

cnl phenomena, i. 1. .Skcond Epo^h :

The failure of Cosmological sjm-cuU-

tions directs the eflorts of philosophy

to the psychological problems of the

origin and limits of Knowledge, 66.

Summary of the two first c|mchs, 104.

Tuinn Ei-ocii : Insufficiency of Know-
ledge to solve the problems of exist-

ence and to establish n basis of certi-

tude produces a sceptical indifference,

106. Foriini KiHicH : Emergence of

philosophy from the crisis by a new
development of Uethod—the applica-

tion of Dialectics as a negative pro-

cess prejmratory to the positive

foundation of Inductive in>|uirv, 127.

Fifth Er<>cu : llevelopment of Ethics

consiipient on the .'^ocratic circum-

scription of the aims of philosophy,

178. Sixth Eii)ch : Ilcstoration of
philosophy to its widest aims— At-

tempts to follow up the Negative Dia-

livlics of .Socrates with an affirma-

tive solution of the chief problems—
The neces-ily for it Criterion of Phi-

losophy becomes for the first time

distinctly recognise<l — The answer to

this question gives a logical basis to

the Bubji-ctive methofi, 190. Skvrxth
Epoch ; Philosophy for the first time

assumes the systematic form of ft

IkkIv of doctrine, nil its conclusions

ri-spectinu existences being referreil to

principles of logic— The oritcrion

stated by Plato is syst^^'matized and
appliisl by Aristotle—A method
of proof takes its place among the

chief instruments of thought, 276.

.Summary of the Socralic movement,

338. KiuiiTii Epocji : .Second crisis

in Philosophy—The radical iraiKTfec-

tion of the Subjective Mi^lhod again

becomes mauifisl in the imjioBsibility

ofapplyingitscriterion,340. Summary
of the Eighth Epoch, 378. Ninth
Epoch: lieiw/m allies itself with

Eaith. and Philosophy renounces its

indepen'lence. bet'orning once more an

instrument of Tkeology—The Alex-

andrian .School, 378. \Vhat Philoso-

phy is, 383. Summary of Greek

speculation from Tliales to Plotinus,

398. Conclusion of Ancient Philoso-

phy, 407
Philosophy, Modem, the trant-il ion period

of, ii. 1. .Struielc* of philosophy to

emancipate itself from theology, and

its final success at the clo.4e of the
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Middle Ages, 1. Arabian Philosophy,
33. The Rise of Pusitive Science, 70.

The thirteenth century, 71. Kiust
KPiiCH : Philosophy again separates
itself from Theology, and seeks the
aid of Science, 115. Skconu Kpoch :

The Subjective Method carried to its

extnmo results in Pantheistic Ideal-
ism, 162. The first crisis in Modern
Philosophy, 227. Thiud Epoch:
Philosophy pauses to a.scertain the
scope and limits of the human mind,
229. ForuTH Epoch : The problem
of au external world discussed on
psychological data, 295. FitTH Epoch :

The arguments of Idealism carried
out into Scepticism, 325. Sixth
Epoch : Attempts to discover the

mechanism of psychological action

;

the Sensational School, ZiS. Sum-
mary of the Sixth Epoch, 395.
Seventh Epoch : Second Crisis

;

Idealism, Scepticism, and Sensa-
tionalism producing the reaction of
Common Sense, 398. Eighth Epoch :

Psychology finally recognised as a
branch of Biology—the phrenological
hypothesis, 4 1 2. Nlstu Epoch : Re-
cnrrence to the fundamental question
respecting the Origin of Knowledge,
455. Tknth Epoch : Philosophy once
more asserts a claim to absolute

Knowledge, 546. Elkvesth Epoch :

Foundation ofthe PositivePhilosophy,

654. Transformation of Philosophy
into Religion, 735. Aim of philoso-

phy, 689. The present condition of
Philosophy, 741

Phrenology, Gall's hypothesis of, ii. 413.
Gall's method, 426. Appliciition of

his method, 423. Phrenology neg-
lected for Cranioseopy, 429. Results
of this neglect, 430. Verification of

Gall's hypothesis, 439, 453. Obser-
vations and arguments which discredit

Phrenology, 453, 454
Physicists, the, i. 1

Physics, source of, of philosophers, i. xli.

Socrates' substitution of Morals for,

142. ' The Mother of all the Sciences
'

according to Lord Bacon, ii. 124.

Physics merely mathematical pro-

blems, according to Descartes, 154
Phvsiologv of the nervous system, Gall's,

il 428,"429

Plato, his opinion of the Sophists, i.

118, 123, 124. His description of

Socrates, 134. His account of the

trial and last moments of Socrates,

147-152. His life, 196. Cast of

bis mind, 197. His style, 197. His

PSY

surname of Plato, 198 note. His
parentage and early life, 199. His
friendship with Socrates, 200, 202
His services in the Pcloponnesian
war, 200, 201. His travels, 203.
His foundation of the Academy, 203.
His visits to Sicily, 205. His" latter

years and death, 206. His reputa-
tion, out of Athens, 206. His intensj

melancholy, 206. His reprobation
of Poet.s, 207. Comic talent dis-

playel in his Dialogues, 207. Re-
marks on his writings: their authen-
ticity, character, and object, 208-229.
His method, 230-343. The Plilonic
theories, 244, 274. Sources of Plato's

influence, 274. Little knowle<igc of
the Arabian philosophers of his

works, ii. 35. Marsilio Ficino's Livtin

translation of, 88
Pleasure, .Vristippus' Conception of the

Good in the Concrete, i. 185, 186.

Epicurus' notion of pleasure, 349
Pliny, his untruslworthiness, i. 283
Plotinus, his foundation of the Alex-

andrian school, i. 380, 386. His
trinity, 382. His doctrines, 387

Polytheism, source of, in early nations,

i. xli.

Porphyry, how regarded by East and
West, ii. 35

Positive Science, rise of, ii. 71
Positive Philosophy, foundation of the,

ii. 654. Examination of the, 689
Potidaea, Socrates at, i. 134
Prcdicables, .\ristotle's, i. 307
Preformation, or Pre-existence, doctrine

of, maintained by Leibnitz, ii. 282
Principles, or Causes, Aristotle's four

first, i. 313
Privation, origin of the principle of, i.

319. Tile contrary of form, 319
Proclus, i. 403. His endeavours to

revive the religious spiritof Paganism,
386, 403. His doctrine, 404. Edited
by Victor Cousin, ii. 746

Prodieus, his ethics, i. 124
Prophetism, Algazzali's views as to, ii.

56
Protagoras, i. 120, 121. His philosophy,

120
Pi'ytanes, the, of Athens, i. 136
Vuxh, how distinguished by Plato from

vovs, i. 266 note

Psychology, a division of Metaphysics,

i. Iviii. The aim of Rational Psycho-
logy, lix. Aristotle's, 321. Sensibi-

lity, 321. Perception, 322. Imagi-
nation and Nous, 325. Analysis of

Aristotle's treatment of the senses,

327. L Vision, 327. II. Taste and

3d
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Smell, 331. m. Hearing, 33'.>. Sen-
nation in genenil, 333. Pnueo in

the history to iu>ccrtiiin the seo|H'and

limits of the human mind, ii. 220.

The pniblcm of the external worKl
diseus.ted ou psychological diitii, '29fi.

Hoblie.-i's view of psychology, 230.

The pnvun^or of the school of Psy-

chology of the ciiihteenth century, 229.

Hume's psychology, 333. The two
grvat schools of, 3C3. Hnrtlev's.

367. Parwins, 381. De Tmcv's.
3»5. C'aUuis's, 388. Heid's, 409.

FHiluro «if the S^wtch .Shool. 411.

Gull's melhiMl, 417. His endeavour
to connect riiysii'logy with Diology,

420. I'sychology recognised as a

branch of Uiology, 420. How po-

gurded by Comic, 725
Pjrrrh", i. 340. His foundation of the

sceptical philoM>phy, 340. Ilis doc-
trincs, 341

Pythagums, i. 18. Fables n-specting

him, 19. Origin of his learning and
philosophy, 20. Story of his journey
to l-^y-pt, 20. His tenets, 21, 22.

His sivret sociily at Cnilon, 23. His
discoverj- of musical chonls, 2.'i. His
philosoj'hy, 26. His d<ictriue of the
transniigral ion of souls, 33

RACKS, Hcgi-l's notions respecting,

ii. GOI
]{aliou:tlism, inlrodnced by Alirlnnl, ii.

22
Realism, its dispute with Nominalism,

i. 242 ; ii. 2.'>. 20. Anwlm of Canter-
bury and William of Chumpeaux, 27.
Condemnation of Realism by the
Church, 30. End of the doctrine,
88

Reason, contrasted with Antborlty,
accortling to .Scotus ICrigena, ii. 10.

Anselin's view of Reason and Faith,
12, 13. Strugglu of Reason and Autho-
rity, 23. Faculty of.acconiingto Kant,
491. Hlusory and delusory nature
of, 491. Distinction bctwci n Reason,
Sensibility, and UndersUinding, 493,
499, 500

Reflection as a guide to Knowle<lge, ac-
cording to Democritus, i. 99. Reflec-
tion according to Locke, ii. 253

Reflective faculty according to Aris-
totle, i. 326

Reid, Thomas, ii. 398. His works, 398.
His philosophy, 399. His suppos'-d
refutation of the Ideal Theory, 400.
His psychological inveftiigation-,
409,

Rcinhold begins by pi-rfocting Kant, ii.

553
Religion, application of Hegid's method

to, ii. 594. Transforinntiou of Phdo-
Bophy into Religion, 735. What is

requmxl from Religion if it is to cu-

durt, 739
RcminisoMicc, development of the doc-

trino of, in the I'hadu of Plato, i.

257
Restitution, Canon of, i. Ixxxix. Cases

of neglect of the canon, xc.

Rlia)<»odists of antiquity, the, i. 39
Rhetoric, invention of, ntlributctl to

Jjnpi'docles, i. 90. Aristotle's uc-

nmnl of the invention, 90
Rome, influence of (ireecc u|>on, i. 379.

Her opiMisition to Science, ii. 4

Roscelliuus, the flrst iulvix'at4< and
martyr of Nominalism, ii. 25. Uia
adversaries, 27

OAINT SIMON, Augusto Comte's ro-

O sideuce with, ii. G58. Comte's ex-

asp^'nition with, in after years, 650.

And open ruplun<, 66U
Suint Victor, William of Cbampcaux's

school of, ii. 16

Scepticism of the ancients («•/• Sceptics).

Klemenls of S-epticism in LiK-ke, ii.

258. The arguments of Idealism

rarrietl out into S-epticism, 325.

Hume's scepticism, 327. Nature of

it, 332. Scepticism helping to pro-

duce the reliction of Common Sense,

398
Sceptics, diflTennce between the Sophists

awl, i. 122. The scepticism of Cal-

licles in Plato's (inr<fia», 123. So-

crates' truthsopfxjsed to the scepticism

of the Sophists, 143. Pyrrho tho

founder of Sceptical philosophy, 340.

The .Stptical doctrines as collected

and systematised by Seztus Empiri-

cus, 341

Schelling, F. W. J., his life, ii. 676.

His doctrines, 577. Styled the Ger-

man Plato, 677. His personal like-

ness to Socrates, 577. His altompt

lo give Punthi'ism a scientific basis,

577. His intellectual iutui;ion equi-

valent to Plotinus' ecstasy, 677, 581.

The character of his speculations,

682. Light according to him, 582.

His treatment of Newton's specula-

tions. .'>83. His speculations on tho

general law of pfjlarily, 683. On the

functions of life, 583. Results of his

speculations, 584. His method, 585.

Ilis works, o8(i

4
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Scliolnsticisni, pcnrral survey of. ii. 3.

Its fnlal wcaknoss, 7. IJigiiiniiig of,

9. Thp grout dispute, 24. Its dcalh-

l.low, 88
Science, distinguishing ch.aractcristic of,

i. Hi. Method of verification in, lii.,

liii. DifftTcnco bolweon iMita|iliy.sics

nnd, liv. How di.stiiigiii>luil from
Common Know h^ilge, Ixxxviii. Oppo-
sition of the Church to, ii.4. Bacon the

first to construct a Philosophy of the

Sciences, 124. SplicUing's views rc-

Bpecting science, 584. Exposition of

Comte's classification of the sciences,

691, 723
Scinus, treasurer of Dionysius the Ty-

rant, anecdiitc of, i. 184 note

Scotists and Thoinists, disputes of the,

ii. 89
Scotus Erigenn, ii. S. His opinions and

subtleties, 10, 11. Thunders of the

Church agiinst him, 11, 12

.Sensation, identified with Thought by
Doniocritus, i. 97, 98. And by Pro-
tagoras, 120. Question of scnsiition

in Aristotle's De Atiimu, 321, 333.

Analysis of his treatment of the

senses, 327. The senses, according

to Pyrrho, 340. Tlie Stoic view of

Sinsation, 3.'")8, 359, 370. That of

the sceptics, 371. Hobbes's principle

of Sensationalism, ii. 229,230. Sen-

sation as understood by Locke, 253.

And by Leibnitz, 273. Growth of

the Sensational School, 349. Con-
dillac's system, 349. Uow sensation

transforms itself into all the faculties

of the mind, according to Condillac,

351. Indopondi'nce of the organs of

Sense and the Brain, 357. Hartley's,

367. Darwin's, 374. De Tracy's,

384. Cabanis's, 391. Sensationalism

helping to pro<Uico the reaction of

Common Sense, 398
Sensational centres, or seats of sensa-

tions, ii. 358, 3.59

Senses, the classification of the five, duo
to Avicenna, ii. 42

Sensibility, forms of, according to Kant,

ii. 487. Distinction between Sensi-

bility, Understanding, and Reason,

493, 499, 500
' Sensorial motions,' Darwin's, ii. 374

Sheridan, his remark on Darwin's theory

of Beauty, ii. 382
Smell, Aristotle's view as to the sense

of, i. 331
Smith, Adam, his character of David
Hume, ii. 326

Sociology, science of, ii. 713, 720
Soctat*^, life of i. 127. His love of

3 D

Truth and exixisure of EiTor, 127.

Alcibindes' discription of him, 128.

His birth and early life, 132. His
study of Phy.sics, 133. His wife

Xanthippe, 133. His militai^ ser-

vices, 134. Plato's description of

him, 134. His public career, 136.

His desire to make men acquainted

with their ignorance, 138, 139. His
conversations with politicians, poets,

and artificers, 139, 140. His mode
of te.acliing, 141. His refutation of

the Sophists, 142. His substitution

of Mor.ils for Physics, 142. His
trial and condemnation for impiety

and immor.ility, 143, 146. Plato's

account of his trial and last moments,
147-153. Xenophon's character of

him, 152. Account of his philosophy,

153. His doctrine of the immortality

of the .soul, 108. Question of his

Daemon, 174
Socratic movement, summary of the,

i. 338. Summary of the Socratic

Doctrine, 376
Sommerring, his the first observation of

the relation between size of the brain

nnd intellectuiil power, ii. 417
Sophist , what are they? i. 106-119.

The enormous sums said to have

been demanded by them, 110. Their

teaching, 111, 125. Difference be-

tween the Sophists and Sceptics, 122.

Socrates' opposition to the scepticism

of the Sophists, 143

Soufis, meaning of tho name, ii. 50.

Alg;i2ziili's views of the. 55

Soul, analogy of the, with the air, i. 11.

Socrates' doctrine of the immortality

of the, 168. The idea ofthe Soul in the

P/KPiinis of Plato, 253. His doctrine

of its immortality, 258. Aristotle's

views as to the part of the Soul which
knows and reflects, 326. Its creative

power, 326. Tho modification of the

Soul Sensation, according to the

Stoics, 358, 359, 371. And according

to the Sceptics, 371. The immorta-
lity of, according to the Neo-Plato-

nists, ii. 100. Descartes' distinction

between body and soul, 152. Plato's

fine comparison of the Soul to a bofik,

of which the Senses are the scribes,

256
Souls, transmigration of, Pythagoras'

doctrine of the, i. 33

Space and Time, criticism of the doc-

trine of, in Kant, ii. 531

Spain, poHtical state of, under the

Arabs, ii. 36, 37
Species and Genera, .application of the

2
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Ciinon of Kestitution to the question

of the Oripn of. i. xci. Hreat dis-

pute lis to the uature of, ji. 24

Spencer. Mr. Herbert, his reply to Mr.

Mill. i. Ixvii. His remarks on Herke-

ley's hypothesis, ii. 314. Hisexposition

of the development of the fuculties,

36'i note, 388. His riniurlu on Aug.

Comte's ehi.<siliottlion, 7IIG

Spinozn, his threefolJ nature of Ood,

i. 397. His life, ii. 162-164. The
sentence of ixi'ommunieation nptinst

him, 167. Hi.- opinions, I7S-I77.

His ):la.<is-]<oli>hing uml drnwings,

179. His frienJ-s 1811. His answers

to Karl Ludwi^r. Khvtor Palatine,

and Louis MV., 182. Hia belief

in niclicniy, 183. Pulilicalion of his

Triirlalus 'llieolo)jien-t\>liticuf, 184.

His y.lhir>, 187. His private life.

187. His death, 189. Uis d'H'triues,

189. Their .striiigth and their weok-
nes-s, 189-22.'i

Spirit-ruppinf;. i. xlvi. Kxplnnutions of

the phenomena, xlvii.-l.

Spunheim U'coniis a iliseipio of Oall

and enilinu<i« the llmiry of phreno-

logy, ii. 413. IntruduefM improve-

ments in the nomenclature of tho

theory, 435
Stagirn, or .Stafciros. i. 275
State, Plato's idra of the Hacrifiec of

the individual and thel-'amily to the,

i. 272, 273
Stewart. Dugald, his L(fe and Writing!

of Tboiiiaii liciil, ii. 398. His argu-

ment as tu tho belief in the existence

of an exti rnal world, 401

Stirling. Mr., his Snr,t ofHnirl, ii. .599

Stoics, llio, i. 348, 3.'>3. their doc-

trines acconling to Sextus Kmpiri-
CUB, 358, 362

Subjective methe)d, the, weakness and
dangers of, i. xxxv.-zxxix. (jerminal

difference between the Subjeetive and
Objective Methods, I. Kmployed
by Plato, 233. Criterion pi»en to

this mt'thixl by him, 274. Tho me-
thod reintroduced by iJescirtes, ii.

147. Carried to its extreme results

in PaDtheistic Idealism, 162

Substance, Aristotle's four different

meanings of, i. 316. Views of Des-
cartes, .Spinoza, and Leibnilz respect-

ing, ii. 273
Sun-dial, Anaxiniander's invention of

the, i. 14

Swedcnborg, his relation to Kant, ii,

458
.Syllogism, one of the two groat instru-

ments of Aristotle's logic, i. 307, 308

riUIlI.lC-TrH.NING, i. xlvi. Hvpothe-
X. sis of the causes of, xlvii.-l. Taine,

M., his views in Dc riiiltlligence, ii.

747
Taste, Aristotle's riow respecting the

sense of, i. 331

Thales, his idea of the agencies in

the construction of tho world, i. 3.

Events of his life, 4, 5. His specu-

lations, 6

Theology. Philo's, i. 383. Philosophy
relapses under (he dominion of, ii. 1.

Inipiirt^ince of Scholasticism in dis-

solving Theology, 6. .Strategical mis-

take of all polemical Theology, 87.

Again separated from Theology, 1 1 3.

Slate of Theolugy. 691

Thomists and Sootists, disputi'S of tho,

ii. 87
Thought, necessity of, cannot bo n

necessity of Things, i. Ixxxv. Exnm-
nles of some infirmities of, Ixviii.

Identifieil with sensation by Denio-

critus, 97, 98. .\nd by IVotagonis,

12u. Primordial act of all think-

ing whad'ver, ii. 343. Consideration

of Iho general principle of the Forms
of thought in Kant's philosophy, ii.

483, .'i04. Distinction between the

Objective and .Subjective elements in

Thought, 539
Time and .Space, criticism of Kant's

doctrine of, ii. 531
Toleration, chanicter of, ii. 37
Tracy, Destult di-, life of, ii. 383. His

system, 384. Its <lefcets, 385
Transition Period in Philosiiphy, ii. 1

Trinity, cloctrine of the, of tho Alexan-
drian .School, i. 391

Truth, what is ? i. xxxi. Nature and pos-

sibility of the lest of, Ixi. Answer
to Mr. Mill's chjillenge, Ixvii. Corrc-

spjndcnce of the subjective and objec-

tn'o as disclosed by the test of, Ixxii.

Nature of Necessarj- Truths, xciv.

Roger Hacon's four great stumbliiig-

bliH'ks to Truth, ii. 83. Peculiar

validity assigned to Xi-cessary Truths
by Kant, 482

TrNDICXlSTANDINO, function of the,

U .-iccording to Kant, ii. 487, 488.

Distinction lietween Sensibility, Un-
derstanding, and Keason, 49.'}, 499,

500
Cndulatoiy theory of light and heat,

application of the Canon of Restitu-

tion to the, i. xc.

Univcrsals, Pl.-itonic theory of, i. 214.

William of Champeaux's retriictation

of his opinion rcspr-cting, ii. 16
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YIBRATIONS, knowledge of, in

Hartley's time, ii. 370. And at

tlip present time, 371. Diirwiu's
' sensorial motions,' 374

Virtue, character of the, of the Stoics,

i. 356
^'i9ion, analysis of Aristotle's views

respecting, i. 327
Vital Principle, erroneous doctrine of a,

examined, i.lxxix.

Vogt, Karl, his formula as to the func-

tion of the brain, ii. 751. His con-

test with Wagner, 752
Vortices, Descartes' famous theory of,

ii. 1.^3

Vries, Simon de, his friendship with

Spinoza, ii. 180, 181

WAGNER, Rudolph, his contest

with Vogt, ii. 751, 752
Wat*"? as the beginning of things ac-

cording to Thales, i. 7

Whewell, Dr., on Experience, i. cvii.

His argument, cix. His criticism of

Locke's philosophy, ii. 268
William of Champeaux, Abelard's

rivalry with, ii. 15. His school of

Sivint Victor, 16. His Realism, 27
Wisdom, Plato's theory of, i. 272
Witt, Jean de, his friend.ship for Spi-

noza, ii. 181. Murdered, 186

Women, Pythagoras' estimation of the

importance of, i. 24

ZEN
' Word,' the, according to Philo and

the Mystics, i. 382
World, the Platonic theor)' of its being

an animal, i. 261
Worlds, plurality of, opinion of the,

held by Bruno, ii. 104, 106

XENOPHANES, i. 39. Events of his

life, 39. His belief in one Go<l,

40. Compared with Homer, 42.

Conclusions at which he arrived, 43
Xenophon, his character of Socrates, i.

152. His account of Socrates' con-

versation with Aristodemus theLitlle,

168

rA'UYA BEN 'ADI, his Arabic
translation by Aristotle, ii. 35

ZENO of Elea, i. 58. His moral
qualities and patriotism, 69.

Story of his appearance before Near-
chus, 59. His invention of Dialectics,

60. His philosophy, 61

Zeno the Stoic, i. 353. His studies,

354. His school, 354. His philoso-

phy, 356. Doctrines of his school,
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